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ABSTRACT 
 
Hela Sheth 
 
Beyond the Game: Corporate Social Responsibility in the Sports Industry 
(Under the direction of Dulcie Straughan) 
 
Corporate social responsibility (CSR) is an area of research containing significant amounts 
of literature, yet little has been conducted from the perspective of the sports industry.  This 
study employs a mixed-methods approach, including a survey and a qualitative content 
analysis, to explore how professional sports teams define CSR, who manages the issue within 
the organization, and how teams view CSR activities.   
Findings from this study indicate that community relations directors and team owners both 
influence CSR in the sports industry.  Pertaining to the definition, the hierarchy of CSR 
categories in sports is different from other industries.  Respondents viewed ethical concerns 
as the most significant, followed by philanthropic, legal, and then economic responsibilities.  
Furthermore, the qualitative content analysis uncovered additional elements of the CSR 
definition.  This study ultimately poses a new definition of CSR relative to the sports 
industry. 
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CHAPTER I 
 
INTRODUCTION AND LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
INTRODUCTION 
Searching for the term “corporate social responsibility” on Google reveals more than 37 
million links,1 and searching academic databases provides thousands2 of scholarly articles on 
the subject.  Thus, it is apparent corporate social responsibility (CSR) is an area of research 
that contains an extensive amount of literature.  These articles and previously conducted 
studies provide a solid foundation for understanding CSR but also demonstrate much 
inconsistency exists concerning the topic.  Although most researchers and professionals agree 
CSR is necessary in business, there is a great deal of variation in understanding how the term 
is defined, how the issue should be applied, and by whom.  Many researchers examine the 
topic as a broad area that encompasses several defined sub-areas (Carroll, 1979; Heath & 
Ryan, 1989), while others use the term more loosely to refer to a general sense of ethics.  
Some examine CSR from the CEO’s perspective and conclude that the CEO is primarily 
responsible; others see it as primarily a public relations function (Clark, 2000).   
Sports franchises are an interesting phenomenon in regard to CSR because, like other 
businesses, they must maintain a profit to be successful, but unlike other businesses, their 
financial success largely depends on community support for the team.  Sports franchises also 
                                                 
1 The Google search was conducted October 14, 2005. 
2 Searching the term on the Proquest Direct database returned 2,120 peer-reviewed articles.  The Expanded 
Academic ASAP engine returned 975 peer-reviewed articles. 
have varying management and ownership models.  In some cases teams are owned by a 
single individual; in others they are owned by a partnership group or a large multinational 
corporation.  These varying ownership structures may create a differing approach to the issue 
of who influences CSR within the organization.   
Although the expanse of social responsibility research is great, little exists on how sports 
franchises view the issue.  Using a mixed-methods approach, this study expands on the 
literature and fills a gap by exploring how CSR is defined in the sports industry and 
analyzing whether this definition differs from other accepted ones.  Additionally, this study 
examines how sports franchises in the National Football League, National Basketball 
Association, National Hockey League, and Major League Baseball view specific CSR 
practices as well as who influences the issue within the organization.  Academic journal 
articles are employed to provide an overview of CSR in general and because there are not 
many research studies observing the issue within sports, trade literature and journalistic 
sources are employed to provide an assessment of the issue in the industry. 
The remainder of Chapter 1 will review the existing CSR literature.  Chapter 2 presents the 
research question, hypotheses, and methodologies.  Next, chapters 3 and 4 reveal the findings 
from the quantitative and qualitative portions of the study.  Finally, Chapter 5 discusses the 
implications from the findings as well as providing the strengths and limitations and 
conclusions for the study. 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
The following sub-sections present a comprehensive overview to CSR including its 
definition, who influences the issue, and how sports franchises practice the issue.  The 
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summary suggests why further research is needed in the area, and afterwards, a research 
question and hypotheses are posed. 
 
EARLY CSR DEFINITIONS 
The existence of social responsibility in the general sense dates back to the early 20th 
century when business tycoons such as Carnegie and Ford began donating funds to improve 
social conditions.  CSR became more significant in the 1960s and 1970s, however, when 
corporations faced growing public activism and began to question their role in social issues 
(Clark, 2000).  Several theories concerning what CSR was and how it should be practiced 
came about during this period of change. 
Despite the trend of socially active corporations, Friedman passionately argued in 1962 
that businesses had only a fiduciary responsibility to their direct shareholders, and any other 
expenditures were a mismanagement of corporate funds.  This approach was not satisfactory 
to other researchers, however.  Several years after Friedman’s articulation, Archie B. Carroll, 
a now noted business scholar, emerged as the prominent figure in developing CSR theory 
with his three-dimensional conceptual model of corporate performance.  The purpose of 
Carroll’s (1979) model was not to dispel Friedman’s theory but to “reflect a view of social 
responsibility that [was] related to some of the definitions offered earlier . . . that 
categorize[d] the social responsibilities of businesses in a more exhaustive manner” (p. 499).  
Thus, Carroll positioned his model as the first comprehensive study attempting to gain a 
consensus on what CSR really meant.  Since his 1979 study and articulation of a definition, 
Carroll has established an expansive amount of knowledge on the topic, and because his 
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model is so frequently cited in discussing the issue, this paper uses his theory as a framework 
for comparison.   
In his model, Carroll (1979) synthesized previously conducted research into what he 
observed as the four categories of CSR: economic, legal, ethical, and discretionary.  
Economic responsibility, said Carroll, is paramount because companies must profit in order 
to remain in business and benefit society.  Legal responsibility is of slightly lesser 
significance—but just as clear cut—because all businesses must follow the rules and 
regulations created for the good of everyone.  The ethical category, meanwhile, is not so 
clear.  Without a doubt the most ambiguous of Carroll’s categories, ethical responsibility is 
“ill-defined” (p. 500).  Carroll did state, however, that society expects businesses to go above 
and beyond what is merely legal.  Finally, the discretionary category is one that is not 
mandated, but rather a voluntary attempt for businesses to address social issues.   
Problems with Carroll’s 1979 model lie in the fact that no empirical research study first 
determined how business professionals would define CSR.  Instead, he simply integrated 
previous literature to conceptualize all of what others were saying about the topic.  Thus, 
while his model is generally accepted and based on previous scholarship, the actual definition 
of the issue in the business world may not align with this theory. 
Carroll’s (1979) model placed the most significance on economic concerns, followed by 
legal, ethical, and discretionary responsibilities.  Aupperle (1984) expanded upon Carroll’s 
work to determine an empirical order to the four categories, and his findings were consistent 
with Carroll’s hierarchy of CSR—U.S. executives placed the greatest weight on economic 
concerns, followed by legal, ethical, and discretionary responsibilities (Pinkston & Carroll, 
1996).  Pinkston and Carroll replicated Aupperle’s study in 1996 to see if orientations would 
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differ in an international sample and to assess if they had changed over time.  Using Carroll’s 
1979 definition, they found the order to be the same, with the gap between economic and 
legal responsibilities decreasing, ethical responsibilities increasing, and discretionary 
responsibilities decreasing (Pinkston & Carroll, 1996).  In the study, Pinkston and Carroll 
admitted that “ethical responsibilities have been considerably more difficult to define and 
interpret,” (p. 200) referring to it as a gray area.  Could it be that what is considered “ethical” 
by businesses has been engulfed by the legal or discretionary responsibilities?   
Both Aupperle (1984) and Pinkston and Carroll (1996) used the 1979 definition of CSR to 
survey top managers.  While their methods were appropriate, they are left to view the 
findings in terms of Carroll’s operational definition of CSR.  The following section explores 
other definitions offered for CSR. 
 
MORE DEFINITIONS 
In their study on social responsibility and corporate Web sites, Esrock and Leichty (1998) 
note that the definition of CSR is highly debated and that there is little consensus on the 
issue.  Reviewing the literature for this study found the same result.  Although Carroll is cited 
often and is considered by journalistic sources to be an expert (Percy, 2005; “Top Expert in 
Field,” 1995), several other researchers have provided different definitions. 
Heath and Ryan (1989) operationalized the term by its characteristics of image building, 
moral rectitude, and monitoring and responding to situations.  The two researchers examined 
if and how public relations helps to define CSR, and they found that while most corporations 
employ codes of behavior for social responsibility, they also perceive the issue in different 
ways.  Some companies, for example, broadly defined the term “simply as performing good 
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deeds,” (p. 34); others reported that creating a code of ethical conduct was an essential aspect 
of CSR.   Thus, Heath and Ryan’s study reveals that CSR can be broadly or narrowly 
defined.  To complicate the definition even more, some researchers believe CSR to be 
synonymous with corporate citizenship (Carroll, 1998), while others believe it is a 
completely different phenomenon (Matten & Crane, 2005).   
Wulfson (2001), in her efforts to understand the ethics of social responsibility, used three 
different definitions rather than selecting one framework of understanding.  She cited 
Carroll’s four-part model as one definition; she also employed Davis and Blomstrom’s 
(1975) notion of a corporation’s need to improve the welfare of a society as self-interest and 
Davidson’s (1994) definition that private enterprises have a responsibility to serve society in 
general.  The rest of her paper, however, discusses only philanthropic ventures and ethical 
issues, so it would appear that her own view of the issue focuses on these two areas. 
Clearly Esrock and Leichty (1998) were correct when they said that the definition of CSR 
is still unclear.  Researchers are not sure which term to use in their studies, noted researchers 
use different definitions, and although Carroll’s definition has been subject to real world 
tests, he did not first ask professionals how they would define the term before creating his 
model.  This study of the sports industry hopes to shed some light on the definition’s 
inconsistencies.  Instead of providing established categories or operationalizing the term, this 
study first asked professionals to define the term in their own words. 
 
WHO INFLUENCES CSR WITHIN ORGANIZATIONS? 
The majority of research conducted about who influences CSR has focused on CEOs.   
Buchholtz, Amason, and Rutherford (1999) used Carroll’s model of corporate performance 
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to examine discretionary responsibility in the corporate world.  Carroll (1979) defined 
discretionary responsibilities as “purely voluntary, and the decision to assume them is guided 
only by a business’s desire to engage in social roles not mandated, not required by law, and 
not even generally expected of businesses in an ethical sense” (p. 500).  Using this definition, 
Buchholtz et al. (1999) attempted to understand discretionary practices and how managerial 
discretion and personal values affect the levels of philanthropic activity.  The researchers 
measured managerial discretion by asking the CEO how much authority the board gave him 
or her, and they measured managerial values by asking each member of the top management 
team to weigh the relative importance of six different issues.  Buchholtz et al. (1999) found 
that firm size and resources levels were significant determinants of corporate philanthropy, 
but the effects were, in fact, somewhat mediated by managerial discretion and values.  This 
acknowledges that CEOs are somewhat influential in determining CSR policies.  Buchholtz 
et al.’s study, however, does not examine if another source besides the CEO influences the 
company’s philanthropic activities.   
In 2002, Joyner and Payne conducted a study of how two corporations implemented CSR, 
also from the CEO’s perspective.  The two researchers applied Carroll’s (1979) four-part 
definition to see the level of significance placed on each area and content analyzed the 
transcripts to see which statements fell within each of the four categories.  They found that 
both CEOs practiced all four parts of Carroll’s definition, but they, too, did not ask whether 
others within the companies influenced the issue. 
Although most CSR studies focus on CEOs, there have been a few studies that set out to 
understand the issue from the perspective of public relations practitioners.  Heath and Ryan’s 
(1989) study asked public relations practitioners about codes of responsibility within their 
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corporations.  They found that most of the organizations had codes, some unwritten, and 
practitioners were only sometimes involved in determining these codes.  The survey 
questioned public relations practitioners at 300 corporations, and out of the 82 completed 
surveys, 24 different titles for the practitioner position emerged.  A self-reported problem 
with this study is that the researchers assume that having a code of behavior implies these 
companies are more socially responsible than those who do not.  Overall, Heath and Ryan’s 
study reveals that 1) many different positions may be responsible for codes of conduct, and 
2) while some practitioners may be involved in developing codes of behavior, there is not a 
direct link to show that these practitioners influence CSR as an end product. 
Clark (2000) also examined CSR and public relations, seeing the two as separate, but 
interrelated fields.  She noted that when used together, they could effectively improve 
relationships with key audiences.  In this theory-building paper, Clark posited that, because 
public relations practitioners manage communication between an organization and its 
publics, it is logical for the public relations department to manage CSR.   
Previous research studies show that both CEOs and public relations practitioners may 
influence a company’s CSR.  Based on Carroll’s (1979) definition of CSR, it makes sense 
that CEOs would be primarily responsible for the issue, since economic and legal concerns 
are the most heavily weighted.  If a firm is incompliant with legal practices, shareholders and 
the public alike hold the CEO accountable.  Or, if the firm does not provide increasing 
financial dividends, the CEO is considered a poor manager and again held accountable.  
Suppose, however, that businesses no longer consider economic or legal concerns part of 
social responsibility: would others besides the CEO then manage the issue?  Furthermore, 
using a sports lens, is the scenario the same in sports franchises as it is with corporations?  
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Most sports franchises have community relations or community development departments to 
manage donations and philanthropic activities and to establish ethical procedures, but other 
departments may have a say in where these funds go or how procedures are carried out.  This 
study attempts to address some of these questions by asking if others do, indeed, influence 
CSR in sports franchises. 
 
SPORTS AND CORPORATE SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY PRACTICES 
While little formal research has been conducted on the intersection of CSR and sports 
franchises, it is possible to glean information from professional and trade journals as well as 
newspaper articles to show how leagues and teams face the issue.  Since a study has not yet 
been performed to determine how the world of sports defines CSR, the following review will 
use Carroll’s four-part definition to examine the literature on sports and social responsibility 
to dissect how sports teams approach economic, legal, ethical, and philanthropic 
responsibility. 
Economic Responsibility 
Economically speaking, all companies have a responsibility to earn a profit, since 
capitalism and a free market society deem that this is necessary.  Sports franchises are no 
different, and thus, they also should strive to earn a profit and affect economic development 
in their cities.  Although sports teams are not major employers, the economic effects of a 
professional sports team can have a large impact on a city.  Sports teams benefit a city’s 
economic structure because of the spending generated by fans.  When going to a game, fans 
may go to dinner, pay for parking, purchase souvenirs, or stay overnight at hotels (Blair, 
1997).  Some scholars have noted that a franchise will bring other businesses into the city 
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because a team improves an area’s image as well.  A sports team will not automatically have 
a positive economic impact on a city, however.  Thus, cost-analysis techniques are necessary 
to make sure a city’s existing financial structure can afford a professional sports team. 
Lee and Chun (2002) state that the economics of professional sports teams lie in the 
principles of buying and selling goods, services, and labor.  Unlike traditional businesses, 
however, sports franchises are valued on their revenues, rather than cash flow and assets.  
Each league shares different revenue streams at different levels, including gate receipts, 
broadcasting rights fees, luxury boxes, club seats, concessions, advertising, and membership 
fees.  Revenues in the NFL, NBA, NHL, and MLB have risen over the past decade, which 
can be attributed to the sharing of league revenues.  Revenues clearly affect the type of 
players a team can afford, bt does a team’s revenue also affect how it views CSR?  This 
study will examine if there is a relationship between the two.  
Unlike traditional public corporations that are almost always owned by stockholders, 
managed by a CEO, and governed by a board of directors, sports teams have different 
operating structures, which can affect how the team operates financially.  In the NBA, NHL, 
and MLB approximately 20% of the teams are owned by corporations.  In the NFL, however, 
only one team is owned by a corporation, with 23 of the 32 teams being owned by small 
partnership groups (Extejt, 2004).  This paper will examine whether the varying ownership 
structures affect how CSR is practiced. 
Legal Responsibility 
All companies are mandated to follow state and federal laws that apply to them.  
Corporations and sports teams can receive legal benefits because of their status, so it is even 
more important that they follow all legal rules.  Sports law has become a discipline in and of 
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itself in recent years.  Cole (2001) attributes this phenomenon to the fact that sports produce 
million-dollar deals in media usage, player contracts, and league revenues.  These high stakes 
can create legal issues within the sports industry.  Anti-trust laws are perhaps the most 
important in the sports legal matrix, as they produce fair competition in each league.  Other 
legal issues include gambling, trademark rights, contract laws, and players following laws, 
including the use of illegal substances.  When players participate in illegal activities, the 
individual is held legally responsible rather than the organization itself, yet the player’s 
activities often will reflect upon the team.  Teams often turn to reputation management 
tactics in these situations, including increasing philanthropic activities in these situations. 
Certainly there have been many notable instances when sports and the law fused.  During 
the contentious civil rights movement, sports became an agent for challenging segregation 
laws (Henderson, 1997).  When Jackie Robinson broke the color barrier in 1947 with the 
Brooklyn Dodgers, his playing in Southern states led to the eventual dissolution of Jim Crow 
laws in the region.  In more recent events, Major League Baseball came under scrutiny 
during a Congressional hearing concerning players using illegal performance-enhancing 
drugs.  In both cases, however, the players themselves were questioned for committing illegal 
acts, and while it reflected upon the teams and sport, the teams were not held legally 
responsible.  Only when an organization itself partakes in illegal activity, is it held 
accountable by the law, and rarely has this occurred in the four major leagues. 
  Teams, like general businesses, are legally mandated to follow federal and state 
regulations or run the risk of penalty.  Carroll’s (1979) definition of legal responsibility is 
that society expects business to follow these rules.  Organizations can choose to break the 
law, but society has little to do or say with how a company achieves its legal obligations.  
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Thus, this study will ask the question if legal responsibility deserves a place in the CSR 
definition, or if teams no longer see legal issues as a part of the concept.   
Ethical Responsibility 
It is difficult to describe what society expects of companies in terms of ethical 
responsibilities.  Carroll (1979) defined ethical responsibilities as going beyond economic 
and legal responsibilities and following “additional behaviors and activities that are not 
necessarily codified into law but nevertheless are expected of business by society’s 
members” (p. 500).  Carroll did not offer much explanation about what the ethical 
responsibilities of businesses are beyond the general statement above, however.  Perhaps this 
is because, in general, ethics are difficult to explain.  Levy (1972) stated that ethics are 
simply values in action, and as a result, they tend to change as societal values change.  This 
theory has clearly been witnessed in sports as athletes and leagues both have pushed the 
envelope over time to create a constantly changing environment of what is and what is not 
acceptable.  For example, touchdown celebrations in the NFL were not acceptable in the 
early days of the league, and when they started appearing with Billy Johnson’s “Funky 
Chicken,” league officials instituted a rule in 1984 fining players for any sort of celebration 
(Pasquarelli, 1991).  After much criticism from the players, fans, and the media, however, the 
NFL lifted the rule on touchdown celebrations in 1991 and only fined players for “excessive” 
celebrations.  The rule was most recently adjusted by the NFL in 2004, when excessive 
celebrations resulted not only in fines for the players, but also a 15-yard unsportsmanlike 
conduct penalty (Silverstein, 2004).  Thus, the league has changed its opinion over time 
about whether celebrations are ethical in regards to sportsmanship with first disallowing them 
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altogether, later lifting the regulation in 1991, and most recently, establishing penalties for 
celebrations that have recently gotten out of hand. 
The NFL was concerned that excessive celebrations by individual players would cause a 
negative image of not just those individual players but the entire league as well.  Therefore, 
ethical responsibilities must first and foremost be followed by the league, ownership and 
administration of each team, and these responsibilities then trickle down to each player.  If 
any member of the organization behaves in an unethical way, whether it is through 
mismanagement of funds, improper hiring practices, or punching another athlete on the field 
of play, the entire organization is viewed as unethical.   
Although ethical responsibilities may be hard to define, it is easy to see when an 
organization has not been ethical.  In today’s age of corporate scandals, companies are called 
to set the standards high or their ethics are often called into question.  Major League 
Baseball, for example, received negative coverage when several of its marquee players tested 
positive for using performance-enhancing substances.  In order to combat the negative views 
and appear more ethically responsible, the administration put a tougher policy into place.  
This study attempts to better explain what the ethical concerns of sports franchises are today. 
Philanthropic Responsibility 
Philanthropic responsibility is another part of social responsibility, and this area is perhaps 
the least structured.  Freidman’s (1962) theory of social responsibility to make as much 
money as possible no longer holds, but while society expects all businesses to be good 
corporate citizens, the how’s and why’s of doing so are not so easily defined.  In general, 
philanthropic responsibility entails cash donations to causes or nonprofit organizations, in-
kind donations, such as free tickets, sponsorship of community events, and active employee 
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volunteerism (Extejt, 2004).  Statistics show that the amount of corporate philanthropy in the 
U.S. decreased through the 1990s, although these numbers may be misleading because they 
do not include sponsorships, in-kind donations, or sharing of resources (Saiia, Carroll, & 
Buchholtz, 2003).  Researchers, however, have shown that philanthropy has increased 
steadily in importance within organizational thinking (Pinkston & Carroll, 1996).  Since 
professional sports teams hold a high profile in the communities where they are based, this 
category is perhaps more important to sports teams because, in order to succeed financially, 
each team is dependent on the local community to purchase tickets and other team goods 
(Extejt, 2004). 
Virtually all professional teams participate in some kind of philanthropic activities.  Extejt 
(2004) notes that approximately 350 charities and foundations exist in relation to professional 
teams and athletes, and these charities contribute more that $100 million annually to 
community beneficiaries.  Even the leagues themselves mandate that the athletes be involved 
in the community.  For example, the collective bargaining agreement in the NBA requires 
each athlete to make at least five individual and five team appearances at community 
functions.  Extejt (2004) also stated that 66% of professional sports teams in the four major 
leagues host a charitable 501(c)3 foundation apart from the team’s corporate contributions 
operations.  While this percentage is high, it is important to note that most professional sports 
teams donate less than one-half percent of income to the community, which is like a small 
business rather than multimillion dollar entities. 
In addition to professional franchises, the sports industry also makes contributions through 
individual player or owner donations.  For example, Michael Jordan donated $2 million to a 
Boys & Girls Club in Chicago that was named after his father (“Jordan Makes Contribution,” 
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1996).  George Steinbrenner, the owner of the Yankees, donates his own money to several 
causes, such as the Silver Shield Foundation in New York and the Gold Shield Foundation in 
Florida (Bernard, 1998).  When the Atlanta Falcons transferred ownership to Arthur Blank, 
former CEO of Home Depot, the team’s Foundation budget dramatically increased.  Said 
Blank, “Giving back is not part of the ‘brand,’ it’s part of what’s the right thing to do” 
(Bowman-Littler, 2002).  Blank’s three-part plan to create a new “Atlanta Falcons” included 
giving back to the community, creating a winning team on the field, and delivering an all-
around exciting game-day experience for fans (Bowman-Littler, 2002). 
There is no doubt that professional sports franchises participate in some form of 
philanthropy.  “Sports philanthropy is an emerging sector within corporate philanthropy 
through which professional sports organizations forge partnerships and strategically invest in 
the health and well-being of their communities by dedicating and leveraging both financial 
and in-kind resources to address local issues,” said the director of the Sports Philanthropy 
Project at the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation (“Pro Sports Teams,” 2003).  This study will 
further contribute to understanding sports philanthropy by seeing how teams approach the 
issue with respect to the other social responsibilities.  Based on the literature, it appears that 
philanthropy is the most visible element of CSR among sports entities.  Will this aspect be a 
different priority from what Carroll found? 
  
SUMMARY OF THE LITERATURE 
Corporate social responsibility is a concept that, in some form or another, has existed in 
U.S. corporations for years.  The purpose of this study is to further examine the concept, add 
to the existing research available about the variables involving CSR, and to look at the issue 
 15
through the lens of professional sports franchises.  The term, “corporate social responsibility” 
itself was coined decades ago, but like many business terms, its definition is contextual and 
may have evolved.  This study also plans to examine the current definition of CSR and the 
different labels used to describe the issue to provide a true, operational picture of its use by 
those who work in the sports sector.  In other words, is the applied, day-to-day definition of 
CSR today the same as Carroll’s four-part definition?  The studies that used Carroll’s 
construct as the definition for CSR operationalized the term for the participants, either by 
directly spelling out the four categories or compartmentalizing answers into each category.  
When directly presented with this definition, however, it is likely that those answering the 
questions will self-report that they perform each activity even if this is not their own 
unbiased definition. 
In 1999, Carroll reexamined his own four-part CSR definition in response to changing 
trends.  He noted that many critics of his model did not consider a firm’s economic duty as 
part of CSR since it benefited the company itself.  The other components, critics argued, 
were responsibilities the firm performed on behalf of society.  Carroll, however, stood by his 
definition, asserting that “economic viability is something business does for society . . . 
although we seldom look at it in this way” (p. 284).  Carroll went on to say in his history of 
CSR that the ethical responsibilities component of the definition was growing in importance 
in the 1980s and the discretionary principle developed into “philanthropy.”  There was not an 
extensive discussion about why ethical responsibilities had grown, however.  Carroll later 
updated his definition again to say that the now “philanthropic” responsibility embraced 
“corporate citizenship” (1999) and that the term could be broadly or narrowly defined.  
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Clearly, much has already been written about CSR.  The intent of this paper is to help 
understand CSR in the sports industry because little research has been conducted in this 
specific area.  Thus, this study is designed to be exploratory in nature with the hopes that 
researchers can build off of this initial framework in future studies.  The following research 
questions are broad in scope to establish a base for understanding the issue.  
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CHAPTER II 
 
RESEARCH QUESTION, HYPOTHESES, AND METHODOLOGY 
 
 
 
RESEARCH QUESTION 
While there is an expansive amount of research about CSR generally, few, if any, studies 
have been conducted specifically to examine the issue within the sports industry.  As a result, 
this study will serve as an exploratory overview.  The research question below is broad in 
scope to understand the various aspects of the issue. 
 
1. How do sports franchises view corporate social responsibility? 
 
 To answer the above research question, this researcher asked how participants defined 
CSR, who influenced the issue within the organization, and how participants viewed certain 
CSR activities.  Several questions were specifically designed to test how participants viewed 
Carroll’s (1979) four-tier definition while others were left unqualified to see how they 
viewed the issue in general.  Quantitative and qualitative methods were employed to answer 
the research question, and a detailed analysis of each question is offered in the following 
sections. 
The research question above provides an overview to understanding CSR in the sports 
industry, but based on the data available, it was possible to examine some specifics within 
the industry as well.  Therefore, in addition to the research question above, this study posed 
the following hypotheses to see if statistical relationships existed between certain variables 
relating to sports franchises and CSR.  
 
HYPOTHESES 
1. Teams owned by a single owner are more likely to agree with CSR activities than those 
with other ownership structures.  
 
This hypothesis will be measured by asking all participants to select their team’s 
ownership structure from a list.  The ownership structure will serve as the independent 
variable in a two-way contingency table analysis, which examines respondents answers to 
Likert-scale statements about CSR activities. 
 
2. Teams with higher revenues will spend more on CSR. 
 
The revenue data was obtained through the Forbes.com site for this question.  These 
amounts were used to determine if a correlation existed with how much teams spent on CSR. 
 
METHODOLOGY 
The purpose of this study was to explore CSR within the sports industry to fill a gap in the 
existing CSR literature.  To address this issue, this study employed a mixed-methods 
approach including a quantitative survey and a qualitative content analysis.  Together, these 
methods attempted to answer the research questions and hypotheses stated above.   
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The Behavioral Affairs Institutional Review Board (Behavioral IRB) of the University of 
North Carolina at Chapel Hill approved this study (see Appendix I). 
  
QUANTITATIVE METHOD: SURVEY 
To assess how professional sports team view CSR, this study employed a mail survey 
addressed to team owners and team community relations directors.   
Wimmer and Dominick (2003) state that mail surveys can effectively be used as a data-
collecting tool for a variety of reasons.  Although one of the slowest methods of data 
collection, mail surveys allow for the construction of thorough questions that can be designed 
in a variety of ways and for a variety of audiences.  Furthermore, mail surveys are one of the 
most common methodologies, and thus almost no barriers exist in regard to usability because 
most participants are familiar with the process.   
Another advantage to mail surveys is the ease of confidentiality (Wimmer & Dominick, 
2003).  In today’s high-tech world, many participants are discouraged to participate in online 
surveys for fear of tracking or other security issues.  Participants may complete mail 
questionnaires in the privacy of their homes or offices.  As a result, they may be more willing 
to answer questions candidly.  Mail surveys also allow participants to answer questions at 
their own pace without interference or bias from an interviewer.  Finally, although mail 
surveys are more expensive than online surveys, they are still relatively cheap compared with 
other methods.  The costs associated with this design included printing, postage, and 
envelopes. 
As with any method, there are inherent disadvantages to mail surveys as well.  Wimmer 
and Dominick (2003) state that a major disadvantage to mail surveys is the lack of researcher 
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control.  Surveys must be self-explanatory, since no researcher will be present to provide 
clarifications.  Surveys may also be completed by someone other than the intended 
participant, and issues of self-report, or providing answers that seem more beneficial, always 
exist.  Finally, while they can provide much insight into a topic, surveys traditionally have a 
low response rate, which often creates problems with data reliability and generalizability.  
This study minimized these factors by utilizing certified mail, sending a reminder postcard to 
participants three weeks after the initial mailing, by providing an incentive to participate, and 
by asking the respondents to state their position in the organization. 
Sample 
The population of the survey included team owners and community relations directors of 
teams in the NFL (32 teams), NBA (30 teams), NHL (30 teams), and MLB (30 teams) for a 
total of 244 potential respondents.  In seven cases, however, an individual owned two teams; 
therefore, only one survey was sent to these participants.  Thus, in actuality the survey 
population consisted of 237 potential respondents.  Those who completed the survey formed 
the sample.   
As an incentive to participate, those who responded were entered into a drawing for the 
chance to win an autographed basketball by Roy Williams and the entire 2005-2006 
University of North Carolina basketball team.  The ball was donated to the winning team’s 
501(c)3 charitable foundation as an auction fundraiser item.  
The owner of a team may be an individual, a partnership group, or a parent company.  In 
cases in which the owner of a team was more than one individual or was too far removed 
from the day-to-day operations of the team, the president of the team received the survey 
instead because he or she served as the overseer of the organization.  The community 
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relations director, meanwhile, was more easily defined.  Although there were several 
different titles, such as community affairs director, each team had such a department.     
The names of the owners were obtained through Forbes.com.  To verify this information 
and to find the community relations director and team president’s information (if needed), the 
researcher visited each team’s Web site.  Concerns included possible difficulty in obtaining 
the names of the community relations directors and possible turnover at the companies.  In 
cases where the information was not listed, phone calls were made to each team. 
Instrument 
The instrument used in this study was a 47-item questionnaire that asked open-ended 
questions, rank-order questions, and Likert-scale questions to determine how teams view 
CSR (see Appendix B).   
The first question in the survey asked participants to define CSR in their own terms.  The 
survey specified that participants not return to the first question to change the original 
answer, since the remaining questions provided insight into how to answer the question.  All 
open-ended questions were analyzed using a qualitative content analysis procedure, which is 
further described in the next section.  Questions 2 through 4 asked respondents to select items 
from a list of topics, and the answers revealed how respondents view Carroll’s four-part 
definition as well as how they label CSR.  Questions 5 through 16, meanwhile, were Likert-
scale questions that further asked respondents how they view the issue within the confines of 
Carroll’s definition.  The next set of questions (17 through 30) included more Likert-scale 
statements, which gauged how sports teams view specific CSR activities.  Question 31 was 
also concerned with how teams practice social responsibility and asked whether or not each 
team has its own 501(c)3 foundation.  Next, questions 34-37 asked respondents to identify 
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certain departments and positions within the organization that influence CSR.  Finally, 
questions 38 and 39 were additional open-ended questions; a qualitative content analysis 
method was employed to analyze how teams practice ethical responsibilities.  The remaining 
questions sought demographic information about the respondent and the team. 
In some cases, participants were able to choose several answers, but in others, they were 
restricted to select only one answer to reveal the most important idea in the group.  Several of 
the questions tested the same concept to increase internal validity.  Questions directly stated 
the issue or provided an example of the construct being measured. 
Administration 
A letter of introduction (see Appendix C), a consent form (see Appendix A), the survey, 
and a self-addressed, stamped envelope were mailed to all team owners and community 
relations directors via U.S. Certified Mail during the second week of January.  Each survey 
received a specific number, so the researcher could know who completed surveys for 
purposes of sending reminders.  Confidentiality was guaranteed to the participants, but 
anonymity was not since it was possible for the researcher to know who completed each 
survey.  
A pilot test was conducted for this study by asking students in a public relations seminar 
course to fill out the survey.  All suggestions were taken into consideration by the researcher, 
and some changes were made to the survey instrument as a result. 
Analysis 
Approximately six weeks after the surveys were sent and three weeks after the reminder 
card, the researcher established a cut-off date to halt any further data entry in order to begin 
the data analysis process.  The cut-off date was February 28, 2006, and a total of 27 surveys 
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(11.39%) were completed by this time.  All quantitative data were first entered into Microsoft 
Excel and then transferred into SPSS to interpret the results.   
Survey questions 2 through 4 assessed how teams define CSR.  Answers to question 2 
revealed how participants viewed Carroll’s four-tier definition, while question 3 was 
constructed in order to examine different labels that could be used for CSR.  The purpose of 
question 4 was to examine if different titles for CSR existed in the sports industry.  Reporting 
the frequency of answers to these questions revealed how participants felt about aspects of 
the definition.   
Questions 5 through 30 posed Likert-scale statements, and descriptives and frequencies 
were run on the original data.  The data were then recoded into Likert-scale variables 
“disagree” (strongly disagree and disagree), “neutral,” and “agree” (agree and strongly 
agree), and the frequencies were run again to determine how many responses were obtained 
for each category.  Questions 5 though 16 specifically tested how respondents viewed 
Carroll’s four-part definition, while statements 17 through 30 examined how participants 
viewed specific CSR activities.  In addition to frequencies and descriptive statistics, a two-
way contingency table analysis was conducted using crosstabulations, with position 
(owner/team president or community relations director) as the independent variable tested 
against the recoded Likert-scale variables in order to show how each group responded to the 
various statements.   
Another important element of how teams view CSR was to uncover who influences social 
responsibility within organizations in the sports industry.  This question was satisfied by 
reporting frequencies of answers to questions 34 through 37 as well as reporting descriptives 
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to Likert-scale questions 6 and 7.  The Likert statements gauged how participants felt about 
who primarily performed the tasks of CSR. 
Hypothesis 1 questioned the association between ownership structure and views of CSR 
activities.  Question 40 asked respondents to state the team’s ownership structure.  The 
answer to this question was used as an independent variable to compare to answers from 
questions 17 through 30 to see if varying ownership structures resulted in differences in how 
participants view CSR activities.  A two-way contingency table analysis was used to examine 
this hypothesis.   
Hypothesis 2 questioned the association between team revenue and the amount spent on 
CSR.  Answering this hypothesis employed the Forbes list of team financial statistics (see 
Appendices D, E, F, and G) as the basis for comparison between team revenues and the 
answers to question 41.  Correlation coefficients and regression analyses will be run to test 
the levels of the relationship, if any (p=0.10).  The alpha values were set at 0.10 for this study 
because of its exploratory nature. 
Finally, independent samples t-tests (p=0.10) were run to determine if there were 
significant differences between the means of community relations directors and team owners 
for all answers where descriptives were run.   
The results of the quantitative survey are provided in Chapter 3. 
 
QUALITATIVE METHOD: QUALITATIVE CONTENT ANALYSIS 
Although quantitative research may find results that are more generalizable, it often does 
not explain how and why such results occur.  To overcome this inherent weakness, this study 
also employed qualitative methods to create a more in-depth understanding of CSR in the 
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sports industry.  Specifically, the qualitative content analysis method was used to understand 
how respondents defined CSR in their own terms (question 1) as well as understanding each 
team’s ethical concerns and practices (questions 38 and 39). 
According to Silverman (2000), quantitative researchers seek out operational definitions 
that “arbitrarily define the meaning of (linguistically mediated) phenomena” (p. 821).  
Silverman goes on to say that researchers in the 20th century contested this notion and 
realized that a word by itself cannot convey reality.  Rather, words derive meaning from the 
context in which they are used.   
First introduced by Kracauer in the 1950s, the qualitative content analysis method 
descends from the quantitative content analysis used by mass communication researchers to 
count codes from a text (Larsen, 1991).  Kracauer contended that content analysis was a 
faulty quantitative method because of the level of interpretation necessary in coding, and 
thus, he felt this method could be better utilized as a qualitative procedure.  In quantitative 
content analysis, more focus is placed on counting systematically predefined variables 
(Altheide, 1996).  Qualitative content analyses, however, are focused on “capturing 
definitions, process, meanings, and type” (p. 27).  Rather than counting, the point is to derive 
a greater understanding and holistic explanation behind the texts.  Altheide also states that 
the initial categories used in this method should be kept to a minimum, and other categories 
can be added later if the data require it.  This study used Carroll’s four categories as a starting 
point, but other categories were added or removed as necessary.  Each category was narrowly 
defined to allow more concentrated definitions and meanings offered by the texts.  The unit 
of analysis was a complete thought that could be viewed as a derived meaning, definition, or 
activity in and of itself.   
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Researcher Bias 
Because any qualitative method employs some interpretive qualities, it is essential to state 
any perspectives or background that may cause researcher bias.  The primary researcher of 
this study has worked in community relations for more than two years, and some of that time 
was spent working for a professional hockey team and a professional baseball team.   
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CHAPTER III 
 
FINDINGS: SURVEY 
 
To determine how sports teams view CSR, the first part of this study utilized a 47-item 
questionnaire (see Appendix B).  Three of the questions were analyzed qualitatively through 
a qualitative content analysis procedure, which is described in Chapter 4.  Findings from the 
remainder of the questions are described below. 
 
PARTICIPANTS 
Surveys were sent to the team owner and community relations director for each 
professional sports team in the four major U.S. leagues.  In cases where the team was owned 
by numerous individuals or the owner was too far removed from the team, the survey was 
sent to the team president instead.  Of the 122 teams, surveys were sent to the team president 
in 25 cases.  A total of 31 surveys were returned to the researcher by February 28, and of 
those, 27 were completed either partially or entirely.  These 27 surveys out of a possible 237 
resulted in an 11.39% response rate. 
Major League Baseball returned more surveys than any other league with 12.  The NHL 
(6), NBA (5), and NFL (2) followed.  Additionally, two participants worked for two teams 
with the same ownership.  See Table 1 for a complete distribution table.  
Of the 27 completed surveys, 15 were returned by community relations directors, and 12 
were returned by owners/team presidents.  Table 2 reports the breakdown of position, and 
Table 3 presents the titles of each respondent. 
The average length of employment in the sports industry for all respondents was 14 years.  
Additionally, 11 surveys were completed by teams with a single owner, two were completed 
by teams owned by a corporation, seven held a partnership, and the remaining seven were 
owned by a group. 
 
DEFINITIONAL ASPECTS OF CSR 
The purpose of survey questions 2 through 4 was to see how respondents assessed aspects 
of the CSR definition.  Question 2 asked participants to select from a list of activities to 
determine what they included to be CSR.  Two answers were constructed to be economic 
activities, legal activities, ethical activities, and philanthropic activities.  The highest 
selections were found in the philanthropic category, with “donating funds to nonprofit 
organizations” receiving 23 inclusions (n=25) and “supporting social causes” receiving 22.  
The next most significant category was ethical, followed by legal, and finally economic, 
which had only five selections (n=25).  The frequencies of each answer and category are 
reported in Table 4. 
Question 3 examined the different labels that existed for CSR in the sports industry.  
“Ethics” and “corporate citizenship” both received the highest frequencies of 22 (n=25).  
“Community reinvestment” and “philanthropy,” meanwhile, were next with frequencies of 
20 reported for each (n=25).  The list was rounded out by “corporate contributions” with 19, 
“economic development” and “legal compliance” with 12 each, and “reputation 
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management” with 11.  One participant selected “other” as well, stating that “all [of the 
above] have a place in CR.”  For a complete frequency distribution, see Table 5. 
Question 4 had only 17 usable answers.  Respondents were to select one item from a list of 
choices for how their organization labeled CSR.  Two respondents left the question blank and 
eight selected more than one answer.  Of the 17 usable responses, the “other” category held 
the highest frequency with five.  The next highest frequency reported was for “corporate 
citizenship” with four.  See Table 6 for the remaining frequencies. 
Several of the Likert-scale questions also tested aspects of the CSR definition, particularly 
how respondents viewed Carroll’s four elements.  Questions 9 through 16 tested how 
respondents viewed each category with two statements worded differently for Carroll’s 
economic, legal, ethical, and philanthropic areas.  The mean values of each original answer 
are reported in Table 7.  “It is important for my organization to be ethical” and “it is 
important for my organization to meet all legal regulations” both received an average of 4.96 
out of a possible 5.00 (n=27).  Thus, only one participant selected a four on the Likert-scale 
for these statements; all other participants selected a five.  The lowest mean values for the 
group of statements were clearly the two economic statements; “it is important for my 
organization to be economically viable” and “it is important for my organization to make a 
profit” both held a mean of 4.37 (n=27).  An independent samples t-test yielded no 
significant differences (p=0.10) between the mean values of owners/team presidents and 
community relations directors for Likert statements 9 through 16.  For a complete list of 
mean values, see Table 7.  For a complete list of the recoded Likert values, see Table 8.   
Question 32, meanwhile, asked participants to rank Carroll’s four categories with a 10-
point scale.  A score of one was considered to be the most important factor in CSR, while 
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four was considered the least important.  The purpose of this question was to see if 
participants in the sports industry viewed Carroll’s hierarchy in a different fashion.  The 
mean values (n=27) resulted in ethical responsibilities being the “most important factor” with 
a score of 1.71.  The philanthropic category was next with a 2.29 score.  Legal 
responsibilities placed third with 2.86, and economic responsibilities came in last with a 
score of 3.18.  These values were recoded to match Pinkston and Carroll’s (1996) values 
since they placed four as the most important factor.  The recoded economic held a 1.81 value, 
legal with 2.15, ethical with 3.30, and philanthropic with a 2.74 value (see Table 9).  This 
hierarchy is different from what Carroll posited in 1979 and different from Pinkston and 
Carroll’s results of the same type of question in their 1996 study.  The U.S. means (n=49) 
from that study resulted in economic with 3.31, legal with 2.96, ethical with 2.48, and 
philanthropic with 1.19.  Using this study’s data, an independent samples t-test was run to see 
if significant differences existed between owners/team presidents and community relations 
directors, but the test yielded no significant differences (p=0.10) 
 
WHO INFLUENCES CSR WITHIN THE SPORTS INDUSTRY? 
Seven questions on the survey dealt with the issue of who influences CSR in the sports 
industry.  Question 6 on the survey, “community relations directors primarily perform the 
tasks of corporate social responsibility,” returned a mean value of 3.78 (n=27).  Eighty 
percent of the community relations directors “agreed” with the Likert-scale statement, while 
only 50% of the owners/team presidents “agreed” with the statement (see Table 10).  
Question 7, “CEOs primarily perform the tasks of corporate social responsibility,” returned a 
mean value of 3.56 (n=27).  Sixty percent of community relations directors “agreed” with 
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this statement, while 50% of owners/team presidents “agreed” (see Table 10).   Thus, 
community relations directors were more likely to mark a higher value for themselves than 
for CEOs. 
Question 34, meanwhile, asked participants to select the different departments in the 
organization that influenced CSR.  Both the “owner/executive/CEO” and “community 
relations” departments received a maximum 27 selections (n=27).  Next were the “public 
relations” (22), “marketing” (21), and “human resources” (17) departments.  The list was 
rounded out by the “legal” (14), “finance/accounting” (13), and “operations” (10) 
departments.  The “other” category received a total of four responses.  See Table 11 for the 
complete frequency distribution. 
Question 35 forced participants, meanwhile, to select only one department from the same 
list as question 34.  Twelve participants selected “community relations,” and 
“owner/executive/CEO” closely followed with 11 participants choosing the category.  One 
participant selected “public relations,” and three participants selected more than one 
department, which was an unusable response.  None of the remaining categories received a 
selection.  This distribution is provided in Table 12. 
Question 36 asked participants to rank the departments which were the most involved in 
influencing CSR policies.  A rank of one was considered the most involved, and eight was 
the least.  The lowest mean value for the group was “community relations” with a 1.70 
(n=27) score, reflecting that participants found this department to be the most involved in 
influencing CSR policies.  All 27 participants placed an answer for this category; some 
participants did not go beyond a certain number in answering the question.  For example, one 
participant only used numbers 1 though 5 to rank the categories, leaving three choices blank.  
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The next lowest mean value was “owner/team president” with a score of 1.88 (n=26) 
followed by “public relations” with a 3.46 score (n=26).  The complete values are listed in 
Table 13. 
Additionally, the researcher ran an independent samples t-test to see if significant 
differences existed between the mean values from owners/team presidents and community 
relations directors.  Significant differences existed for the “owner/team president” category 
(p=0.10), the “community relations” category (p=0.10), and the “operations” category 
(p=0.05).  See Table 14 for a complete list of the mean values of each group and for the t-test 
statistics. 
Finally, question 37 asked participants to choose which department was more responsible 
for influencing CSR—community relations or the owner/team president.  The majority of 
responses went to the “owner/team president” category with 15, while “community relations” 
received 11 selections.  One respondent selected both groups, which was an unusable 
response.  Table 15 reflects this frequency distribution. 
The implications of these results and their relationship to one another are discussed in 
Chapter 5. 
 
VIEWS OF CSR ACTIVITIES 
Questions 17 through 30 examined how respondents in the sports industry viewed specific 
CSR activities.  The mean and standard deviation for each item is listed in Table 7.  
Additionally, the recoded answers are given in Table 8.  The item with the highest mean 
value (n=27) was question 28, “my organization is concerned with fan safety.”  This returned 
a mean of 4.89.  The next highest value was for the statement, “my organization contributes 
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to youth sports programs,” with a 4.81 score (n=27).  The lowest valued statement was “my 
organization contributes to ecological/environmental initiatives,” returning a 2.74 score 
(n=27).  Low values were also returned for the statements “my organization contributes to 
the arts,” with a 3.11 score, and “my organization contributes to human rights causes,” with a 
3.19 score (n=27). 
From the recoded Likert statements (see Table 8), all 27 participants “agreed” with the 
statements “my organization contributes to educational initiatives and school programs,” “my 
organization is concerned with fan safety,” and “my organization is concerned with fair 
business practices and policies.” The researcher ran an independent samples t-test for the 
means of community relations directors and owners/team presidents to see if significant 
differences existed for any particular question (see Table 17).  Significant differences were 
found only for question 30, “my organization is concerned with fair business practices and 
policies.”  Owners/team presidents held a mean of 4.83, compared to the mean for 
community relations directors of 4.47.  See Table 16 for a complete listing of these values. 
Question 31 asked participants whether or not their team had its own 501(c)3 foundation.  
All 27 respondents (100%) responded “yes” to this question. 
 
HYPOTHESES 
Hypothesis 1 questioned if there was an association between team ownership structure and 
views of CSR activities.  A two-way contingency table analysis was conducted to observe 
this hypothesis, with ownership structure as the independent variable and answers to the 
recoded Likert statements 17-30 as the dependent variables (see Table 18).  In examining the 
contingency table, teams owned by a single owner were not more likely to agree with 
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practices of CSR for any question.  In fact, in most cases, teams with a single owner held the 
lowest percentage within ownership structure for the agree category.  Thus, the null 
hypothesis failed to be rejected.  
Hypothesis 2 questioned if there was an association between team revenues and the 
amount spent on CSR.  Seventeen respondents provided an answer to how much their team 
spent on CSR, and these values were run against the Forbes team revenues for each 
responding team.  The resulting correlation coefficient value was 0.115 which was not a 
significant correlation (p=0.10).  Thus, the null hypothesis failed to be rejected. 
For a discussion of the implications of these quantitative results, please continue on to 
Chapter 5. 
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CHAPTER IV 
 
FINDINGS: QUALITATIVE CONTENT ANALYSIS 
 
 The sections below address the findings from the three open-ended survey questions, 
which were systematically analyzed through a qualitative content analysis procedure.  The 
implications from these findings are discussed at length in the next chapter. 
 
QUESTION 1: DEFINE CSR 
Of the 27 survey respondents, 25 provided a CSR definition that could be analyzed.  Two 
respondents chose to leave the question blank.   
The researcher first began the qualitative content analysis procedure by becoming familiar 
with the data and transferring the original paper responses to a spreadsheet.  As stated in 
Chapter 2, the method of qualitative content analysis begins with a few predetermined 
categories and then adds or removes categories as needed.  Thus, Carroll’s four areas—
economic, legal, ethical, and philanthropic—were used at the outset.  In all, eight categories 
were found: philanthropic, local, strategic, relational, leadership, ethical, legal, and 
stakeholders.  The order of the categories represents the sequence of elements that appeared 
to be the most prevalent to the researcher.  The economic category was dropped from the 
initial areas because the data did not support its presence.  Next, the researcher systematically 
went through the 25 responses on three different occasions to highlight instances of the eight 
categories.   
PHILANTHROPIC 
The philanthropic category was by far the area that elicited the most attention.  Nearly all 
of the respondents mentioned a philanthropic aspect in the definition, either directly or 
indirectly.  A direct association was determined by mentions of the word “philanthropy,” its 
synonyms, such as “community reinvestments,” or statements that provided examples of 
specific philanthropic activities, such as “contributions to nonprofit organizations, health and 
educational facilities, and youth programs.”  An indirect association, meanwhile, was 
categorized by a general reference to community support, such as the phrase “to give back to 
the community.”  One MLB executive director of a team foundation stated:  
A company would not exist were it not for the health and vibrancy of its community.  
Therefore, it's the responsibility of any forward thinking company to give back in direct 
and specific ways to ensure the long-term vibrancy of its community, customers and 
employees. 
 
The occurrences of “community” and “to give back in direct and specific ways” reveal an 
indirect association to philanthropy.  Another respondent defined CSR in the following way: 
Our company has an obligation to the fans and stakeholders.  We must be responsible 
to the needs of the community in order to maintain a proper relationship.  We must 
accept our team’s role as a leader in the community.  (MLB director of community 
relations) 
 
The phrase “responsible to the needs of the community” was also an indirect statement 
relating to philanthropy.   
 
LOCAL 
The next most-recurring theme was a localized aspect to CSR.  Twelve respondents made 
some reference to the fact that CSR should be conducted in a local manner.  One team owner 
defined CSR as “conducting business in a legal, ethical manner with an involvement with 
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community issues and community reinvestments, at least at the local level.”  Another 
respondent stated that “a company and/or organization is responsible for developing a 
responsible philosophy in which it resides by using its core assets and unique attributes.”  
The phrases “at least at the local level” and “in which it resides” reveal that some 
respondents see CSR applied as a local practice.  Another respondent touched on this issue in 
a more in-depth manner with the definition below: 
Corporate social responsibility means being a good civic partner with your 
community.  It is particularly important to understand and cooperate with your 
‘fenceline neighbors.’ (MLB executive director of team foundation) 
 
In this case, “fenceline neighbors” was as a local aspect to CSR. 
 
STRATEGIC 
A strategic element was the third most significant category from the researcher’s 
perspective.  Rather than a direct reference to profit-making, many respondents cited that 
there was a need to strategically use funds and resources to help the community or that CSR 
could be used to elevate or advance business.  For example, one team president defined CSR 
as the “use of power and investment of resources in the interest of improving quality of life 
for those in need of help.”  One community relations manager made a similar statement in 
this definition: 
I think every company has a duty to be a giving and engaged "corporate citizen" just 
as every individual citizen has a similar duty.  Companies should invest to improve the 
community in which employees and customers live.  Companies should set standards 
for behavior and should creatively use all resources available to accomplish this goal. 
(MLB VP of community outreach) 
 
The “investment of resources” and to “creatively use all resources available” are just two 
examples that strategy plays a role in how sports teams approach CSR.  A slightly different 
example of the strategic category is exemplified in the following two definitions: 
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Corporate social responsibility implies keeping the communities' needs in mind while 
trying to enhance your business.  It means giving back via money or other avenues to 
those less fortunate to ensure others have the same opportunity your company did.  
(NHL marketing manager) 
 
Our stakeholders are fans and sponsors.  It's our responsibility to give back to the 
community.  Particularly from a philanthropic standpoint, we have an owner that is 
wealthy and local, and he, more than anyone else, knows the importance of giving back 
and elevating yourself in the process.  Players, because they are celebrities, are vehicles 
to help the community--to give them hope and pride.  (NBA community relations 
director and executive director of team foundation) 
 
The phrases “while trying to enhance your business” and “elevating yourself in the 
process” were found as strategic because it reveals that CSR has a dual purpose that goes 
beyond just being philanthropic.  Furthermore, the fact that the second respondent stated that 
the team used players as vehicles to help the community shows that teams are using all of 
their assets—financial and non financial—to meet the categorical goals of CSR. 
 
RELATIONAL 
A relationship aspect was the fourth theme that emerged to the researcher.  The theme 
emerged because several respondents mentioned that CSR was used “to maintain a proper 
relationship,” or in several cases, respondents viewed CSR as a “partnership.”  Said one NFL 
community relations manager:  
Corporate social responsibility is the partnership that a company enters with its 
surrounding community.  This partnership serves to fulfill the following: 1) Establish 
good standing in the community as a contributing influence on society, 2) Develop 
relationships within the community, 3) Help in the betterment of the community, 4) 
Serve as a representative example for others as a leader in the community.  The effects 
of corporate social responsibility is [sic] not limited to the above, but generally would 
fall within such a framework.  Additionally, the order of the above elements is not 
necessarily representative of the priorities of all such companies. 
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LEADERSHIP 
The definition above not only illustrates the case for a relationship aspect to CSR, but also 
demonstrates that there is a leadership element involved as well.  A similar association was 
established in the quote below: 
We are only as strong as our weakest community partner.  Our business is 
philanthropic teaching/helping others to improve their circumstances. (NHL & NBA VP 
of community relations) 
 
Other statements that clearly fell into this category are “we must accept our team’s role as a 
leader in the community” and “setting an example as a leader.”  A more subtle understanding 
of being a leader was discussed by several respondents who stated that the team served as a 
“role model.”  One team owner gave the following definition of CSR: 
As the president of the [TEAM], I have tried to articulate our organizational policy as 
being of the highest order of ethical, moral and legal standards to which all of our 
constituencies can be proud.  As the [LEAGUE] team for an entire region of the North 
American continent, we believe that we must serve as role models for the region.  We 
believe it to be the organization's obligation to support worthy charitable and civic 
causes that affect our constituency in our geographic region.  For a professional sports 
team, the [TEAM] believe[s] that starts at the top and extends down through our staff to 
and including our athletes on the field.  We are all role models. 
 
 
ETHICAL 
The next two patterns that emerged from the data were two of the initial categories, and 
the data supported that they did, in fact, occur.  Although an ethical category is not easy to 
discuss, several statements were made that could clearly be construed to fall into this 
category.  Some respondents stated an ethical responsibility outright, as did the respondent in 
the previous example and the two listed below: 
Conducting business in a legal, ethical manner… (NHL team president) 
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Ethical treatment of our employees/fans.  Integrity in all aspects of our business. 
(MLB executive vice president of business operations) 
 
Others, however, articulated statements that went above and beyond merely following the 
law, yet not so far as to delve into a philanthropic area.  These definitions were also 
determined as ethical and are listed below: 
It is the responsibility of a corporation to be involved within the community to better 
assist its society to function at the highest level and live up to its responsibilities as a 
good corporate partner. (MLB president, CEO, and general manager) 
 
I think every company has a duty to be a giving and engaged "corporate citizen" just 
as every individual citizen has a similar duty.  Companies should invest to improve the 
community in which employees and customers live.  Companies should set standards 
for behavior and should creatively use all resources available to accomplish this goal. 
(MLB VP community outreach) 
 
The commitment to all stakeholders to treat them with dignity and respect. (MLB 
senior VP business development) 
 
The phrases “to better assist its society to function at the highest level,” “should set standards 
for behavior,” and “to treat them with dignity and respect” suggest a general sense of values 
that businesses should follow.  Furthermore, the second definition above states that 
companies and individuals have a “duty” to be giving.  This duty is not legally mandated, but 
is, perhaps, socially mandated.  The definitions offered below, meanwhile, were ethical 
because while they do not state a direct ethical assertion, they do imply that CSR is more 
than just a philanthropic and legal responsibility.  
The way in which an organization conducts business, its involvement within the 
community and its philanthropic impact.  (NHL, executive director of team foundation) 
 
The responsibility of a business to be a good community partner as well as a good 
employer.  It means setting an example as a leader, and presenting a positive image 
through philanthropy, employment practices and all manners of conducting business. 
(MLB, executive director of team foundation) 
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Additionally, the example given below illustrates a case where the same phrase fell into 
two different coding categories.  
Being active and positive members of the community through financial and volunteer 
time giving.  Contributions to nonprofit organizations, health and educational facilities, 
and youth programs are a priority.  We must serve as a model organization within the 
market for fairness and equality in the organization. (MLB senior VP of marketing and 
communications) 
 
The last statement contains the phrase “for fairness and equality in the organization,” and the 
researcher saw this as both ethical and legal, which shows that some overlap can occur 
between these two categories. 
 
LEGAL 
Though not as significant or prevalent as the philanthropic or ethical categories, a few 
respondents mentioned a direct legal association within the CSR framework.  One definition 
offered a phrase which was vague in meaning, but held a legal overtone to it:  “Corporate 
social responsibility is an organization's obligation to assist the community in which it 
resides in because said community has given that organization a license to operate,” said the 
community relations manager of an NFL team.  Another respondent stated that CSR could be 
defined as “conducting business in a legal, ethical manner.” 
 
STAKEHOLDER 
Finally, the last category which emerged to the researcher was a stakeholder approach to 
CSR.  This category was initially within the strategic element.  Yet as the researcher went 
over the data, it became clear that this was an important and recurring pattern that deserved a 
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category of its own.  In four cases, in fact, respondents used the word “stakeholders” 
themselves:   
… a city and a team's fans are the true owners of a sports team.  We are simply 
caretakers.  As such, it is our responsibility to give back to our stakeholders--the fans.  
(MLB & NBA chairman) 
 
Our company has an obligation to the fans and stakeholders. (MLB community 
relations director) 
 
The commitment to all stakeholders to treat them with dignity and respect.  
Stakeholders include: Fans (Customers), Employees (players and front office), Owners, 
Suppliers, Competitors, the Environment, public entities, charities. (MLB senior VP 
business development) 
 
Our stakeholders are fans and sponsors. (NBA community relations director and 
executive director of team foundation) 
 
In other cases, respondents stated the stakeholders that were either internally responsible for 
CSR or those external groups who benefited: 
… ensure the long-term vibrancy of its community, customers and employees.  (MLB 
executive director of team foundation) 
 
Contributions to nonprofit organizations, health and educational facilities, and youth 
programs are a priority. (MLB senior VP marketing and communications) 
 
Corporate Social Responsibility is the way a business and its employees embrace, 
acknowledge and/or advance issues that are important to a company's employees, 
customers or community-at-large.  Corporate Social Responsibility is the call for a 
company to think outside of its internal needs and structure and recognize and determine 
how it can best use its assets to raise awareness, educate or make a difference on an 
issue or cause important to its defined or targeted community or communities.  (MLB 
director of public affairs and community relations) 
 
… being of the highest order of ethical, moral and legal standards to which all of our 
constituencies can be proud.  …  We believe it to be the organization's obligation to 
support worthy charitable and civic causes that affect our constituency in our geographic 
region.  For a professional sports team, the [TEAM] believe[s] that starts at the top and 
extends down through our staff to and including our athletes on the field.  (MLB 
president and CEO) 
 
Players, because they are celebrities, are vehicles to help the community--to give 
them hope and pride.  …  It's about building championships on and off the court, 
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especially with the youth and helping them rise above their circumstances. (NBA 
community relations director and executive director of team foundation) 
 
Companies should invest to improve the community in which employees and 
customers live. (MLB VP community outreach) 
 
Stakeholders, more than any other theme, overlapped with other patterns that emerged.  A 
detailed discussion of how all the categories related to one another is given below.  
Implications from the findings are discussed at length in the discussion. 
 
RELATING THE CATEGORIES 
These eight categories found above do not exist separately, but in many cases they 
overlapped, with the same word or phrase falling into more than one coding group.   
Furthermore, there is a connection that exists between each category, which is depicted by 
Figure 1 below. 
FIGURE 1: MODEL OF CSR IN THE SPORTS INDUSTRY 
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Because teams see themselves as leaders in the community, they feel obligated to be socially 
responsible.  They approach CSR in a local, strategic, and relational manner in order to 
perform ethical, philanthropic, and legal responsibilities.  The beneficiaries of this social 
responsibility, then, are both the internal and external stakeholders.  More about this model is 
discussed in Chapter 5. 
 
QUESTION 38: ETHICAL CONCERNS 
Of the 27 survey respondents, 18 provided an answer to question 38, which asked 
participants to list the top two ethical concerns that arise in their sport.  Additionally, most 
participants listed their answers in numeric format or by use of bullets, rather than providing 
in-depth answers or explanations.  This could be attributed to the wording of the question and 
because it deals with ethics, which are often difficult to discuss.  The 18 responses do, 
however, provide a surface-level understanding into the ethical concerns of sports leagues.    
The ethical concern that was noted most frequently was clearly drug use, though it was 
often worded in different ways.  One community relations director answered in this way: 
“Drug use among players.  Sportsmanship.  Both have the ability to become hypocracy” 
[sic].  Five other respondents, meanwhile, simply listed “steroids,” and two termed the 
concern as “performance-enhancing drugs.”  One MLB team owner expanded somewhat in 
his response, stating: 
While there are numerous at all times, probably the top two at the moment are: a) 
Performance-enhancing drugs and how MLB's new drug testing program will work. B) 
Fan behavior/player interaction in facilities, in view of the recent spate of ugly 
incidents, primarily, thankfully, in the NBA and not MLB. 
 
Overall, 10 of the 18 respondents listed drug use as an ethical concern. 
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As seen in the quote above, another significant ethical concern in sports is “player 
behavior,” or as one executive director stated, “player conduct on and off the field.”  Other 
terms that were in this category are similarly related.  “Sportsmanship” and “role models” 
both intrinsically deal with how players behave.  One team’s president of business operations 
listed “athlete’s image and how it is translated to young people” as one of his concerns, while 
a vice president of business operations gave “social/cultural influence” as one of his top two.  
Eight of the 18 respondents expressed some concern about player behavior.  The implications 
of these statements are further discussed in Chapter 5. 
The researcher found hiring practices to be the next most significant pattern, mentioned for 
on four occasions.  One respondent simply stated “EEOC,” while another listed “minority 
growth in the game.”  The other two responses were “diversity” and “minority hiring issues.”  
Interestingly, all four of these responses came from owners or team presidents. 
Finally, two other categories were determined for this coding, but these themes were not as 
prevalent as those discussed above.  Contractual issues, such as “trading players and free 
agency,” and community involvement, such as “how much do we give back,” appeared only 
sparingly. 
 
QUESTION 39: PRACTICING ETHICAL RESPONSIBILITY 
Eighteen of the 27 respondents also provided answers to question 39, which asked 
participants to “provide an example of how your team practices ethical responsibility.”  This 
question was structured to be in tandem with question 38 in order to provide more depth to 
the overall ethical aspects of sports franchises.  The most significant theme that occurred 
from the coding was a philanthropic category. 
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A large majority of the responses (13 out of 18) either provided specific examples of 
philanthropic activities, or discussed an overview of philanthropic activities, such as: 
We require that every employee, from our players to front office, be involved in some 
type of community program or service. (MLB director of public affairs and community 
relations) 
 
Support two RBI (reviving baseball in inner-cities) leagues and refurbish youth 
baseball field throughout our communities.  We also have several scholarship programs 
and are active in local charities. (MLB executive director of team foundation) 
 
Local community organizations are made a part of financial and event considerations. 
(NHL marketing manager) 
 
Interestingly, even when respondents listed drug use or player conduct as an ethical 
concern, respondents would provide an example of philanthropic activities as a way of 
practicing ethical responsibility.  The implications of this are discussed further in Chapter 5. 
Some respondents, however, did address the ethical concerns they listed in question 38.  
For example, one emergent theme became hiring policies.  One team president who listed 
“EEOC” as an ethical concern simply stated “our hiring practices” as an example of ethical 
responsibility.  Two others, meanwhile, listed the following examples: 
Long-term commitment to promoting diversity, including diversity action team to 
help get and implement initiatives. (NBA team president) 
 
Adherence to guidelines (not mandates) from commissioner's office related to    
minority hiring and career development. (MLB senior vice president of business 
development) 
 
One other pattern the researcher found was a guidance approach.  Said one MLB 
president: “Our organization educates our individuals that we want to be ethically responsible 
and guides our employees on what issues are important and how we should respond to them.”  
Another MLB respondent listed that “executives sign compliance forms” and concerns are 
“discussed with management as a responsibility.” 
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Finally, although many respondents listed drug use as a concern, only one respondent, an 
NFL community relations manager, gave an example that addressed this concern.  The team 
“follows league policies with regards to drug testing” as an ethical responsibility. 
The implications of the ethical responsibilities listed as well as how they relate to the 
ethical concerns is discussed further in Chapter 5. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 48
 
 
 
 
 
 
CHAPTER V 
 
DISCUSSION, STRENGTHS AND LIMITATIONS, AND CONCLUSION 
 
SURVEY DISCUSSION 
The quantitative findings provided an exploratory overview to understanding various 
aspects of CSR in the sports industry.  It is important to note, however, that an 11.39% 
response rate limits the generalizability of this study.  Certain inferences may still be drawn, 
however, and these inferences shed light on how the 27 respondents view CSR.   
One significant implication from the response rate is that Major League Baseball returned 
12 surveys, 100% more than the next highest league.  This likely could be attributed to the 
fact that of the four leagues, MLB was the only one that was not in its regular season or 
postseason.  Further implications from the data are discussed below. 
 
DEFINITIONAL ASPECTS OF CSR 
The greatest implication that can be extracted from the findings is that Carroll’s hierarchy 
of CSR is notably different in the sports industry.  Carroll (1979), remember, weighted 
economic responsibilities as the most significant, followed by legal, ethical, and then 
philanthropic.  In this study, however, ethical responsibilities were weighted to be most 
important, followed by philanthropic, legal, and then economic. 
To a large degree, this hierarchy makes sense for the current scene in the sports industry.  
It is no surprise that ethics are top of mind for teams when all four leagues are trying to 
overcome recent allegations of unethical behavior.  For MLB, the suspicion of performance-
enhancing drug use among many of its marquee players caused the league to come before a 
Congressional hearing to explain its policies.  In the NBA, the league is still trying to rise 
above the negative reputation with which it was branded when several of its players began 
fighting fans at the Palace of Auburn Hills at a game during the 2004-2005 season.  The 
league recently enacted a new dress code and age requirement for players entering the 
league, which critics believe is part of the league’s strategy to creating a better overall image 
after the fight (Steele, 2005).  The NFL, too, has had recent ethical issues.  Many of its star 
players recently have been fined for excessive celebrations after scoring a touchdown.  The 
league fears that these celebrations hurt the sportsmanship aspect of the game.  Finally, the 
NHL’s ugly lockout and season cancellation in 2004-2005 left many fans wondering if 
players and owners cared more about money than they did about the game itself.  These 
problems may reflect why respondents said they valued ethical responsibilities so highly. 
Philanthropy is also top of mind for professional teams at the moment.  As evinced by the 
qualitative content analysis, many teams are responding to their ethical concerns and 
problems by initiating philanthropic activities.  The reasoning here is that teams are 
essentially trying to combat negative or unethical activities with philanthropy.  While this 
method does not directly address many of the ethical concerns listed, it does, in effect, allow 
teams to repair overall weakened reputations.  The connection may be somewhat disjointed, 
but it appears that philanthropic efforts are on the rise in the sports industry because of the 
rise of ethical concerns.  The sports industry appears to pair these two responsibilities 
together.  This is discussed further in the next section. 
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The legal category is an interesting one.  In the Likert-scale survey questions, the 
statements about legal and ethical responsibilities received the highest marks.  Yet when 
participants were forced to choose amongst the four categories later, legal placed third.  
Perhaps the explanation can be given by the two respondents who wrote in comments about 
this question.  A community relations director simply drew an arrow from the legal 
responsibilities answer selection, and wrote: “It’s the law—we have no choice here.”  A team 
president, meanwhile, wrote in the comments section that “legal responsibilities are a given 
to be and stay in business—social responsibility is what we choose to do beyond.”  
Therefore, it makes sense that legal responsibilities scored highly in the Likert questions 
because the issue is, in fact, important in the sense that it is mandated, and no team wants to 
face legal repercussions.  Yet legal responsibility is not as important within the realm of 
“corporate social responsibility,” reflecting that that the reasoning may be one of semantics.  
Another explanation for why legal responsibilities were viewed as less significant than 
ethical and philanthropic may be because teams feel as if they have more of a say in how the 
latter two options are practiced. 
Perhaps economic responsibility falls into the same category as legal for the sports 
industry.  Because teams share revenue in every league, much of the revenue earning strategy 
is a given; therefore sports teams view economic responsibility as last in the hierarchy.  
Moreover, sports teams do not always earn a profit because operating incomes can be higher 
than revenues with high player salaries (Weber, 2003).  Many owners possess teams as a 
hobby more than as a business venture, although this notion has been changing of late as 
owners are witnessing more and more teams earning a profit (O’Brien, 2002).  Additionally, 
the fact that ethical and philanthropic came in at the top may reflect what respondents 
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thought of the term and its connotation, rather than how they felt about team economics in 
general.  Economic responsibility is, no doubt, important to sports teams, but in the spectrum 
of “corporate social responsibility” it, like legal responsibility, may not be comparable.   
Questions 2 through 4 also addressed definitional issues.  For question 2, participants 
selected from a list of activities to identify answers they believed to be a part of CSR.  The 
philanthropic selections received the highest marks with ethical falling slightly below them 
(see Table 4).  Legal responsibilities were a close third, and economic were a distant fourth.  
This again illustrates that philanthropic and ethical involvement are of primary importance to 
sports teams, and legal and economic are secondary by comparison.  This answer also 
provides further support that ethical and philanthropic responsibilities may go hand in hand. 
Questions 3, meanwhile, supports Esrock and Leichty’s (1998) claim that much debate still 
exists about CSR.  Respondents found the terms “ethics” and “corporate citizenship” to be 
most synonymous with CSR, with “philanthropy” and “community reinvestment” close 
behind (see Table 5).  This question gives further support that “corporate citizenship” and 
“corporate social responsibility” may be viewed as the same issue (Carroll, 1998).  The four 
synonyms above also show that CSR in sports is largely based on ethics and philanthropy. 
The answers above reflect that survey participants, for the most part, personally believe the 
term “corporate social responsibility” to have ethical and/or philanthropic connotations.  
Question 4, however, asked participants to select the term that their organizations used to 
define CSR.  Though many respondents’ answers could not be used because they selected 
more than one item, of those who did answer, the highest frequency was “other.”  From the 
“other” answers listed, one was “community affairs,” another was “community relations,” 
and a third was “community service.”  This frequency could be due to the fact that the 
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sample included community relations directors, or it could be because participants in the 
sports industry actually feel that these terms, and subsequent departments, are responsible for 
CSR. If so, philanthropic efforts would be the focus. 
 
WHO INFLUENCES CSR WITHIN THE SPORTS INDUSTRY? 
This is an interesting area to analyze given that the survey population consisted of 
owners/team presidents and community relations directors.  Some issues of self-report are 
likely to have occurred.  For example, community relations directors agreed more often with 
the statement that they performed the tasks of CSR than the statement that CEOs primarily 
performed the tasks of CSR.  Moreover, in question 34, participants were asked to select 
from a group of departments that influenced CSR, and of the eight departments listed, only 
“community relations” and “owner/executive/CEO” received 27 selections (100%).  Thus, 
while community relations personnel may feel they more likely perform the hands-on tasks 
of CSR, they readily believe that the owner/team president plays a significant role as well.   
Issues of self-report may have occurred again in question 37, which asked participants to 
rank order the departments most involved with influencing CSR.  “Community relations” 
came in with the lowest mean with the “owner/executive/CEO” following close behind.  The 
independent samples t-test, meanwhile, revealed that the means were significantly different 
(p=0.10) between the two groups, and when separately examined, owners/team presidents 
more often gave themselves the edge and vice versa with community relations directors.  
Thus, though the reason is unclear, this sample of owners/team presidents found themselves 
to be more influential with CSR, and community relations directors thought they were the 
most influential.  One element is certain, however, in that both parties saw the two groups to 
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be the most influential overall compared to others.  The public relations department almost 
always came third in these departmental questions. 
 
VIEWS OF CSR ACTIVITIES 
One team owner called the researcher to state that it was difficult to rate the questions 
dealing with CSR practices because they were all “truisms.”  While this may be the case on 
some level, the values of the scores given to questions 17-30 allow for the construction of a 
hierarchy to see what factors are most important to sports teams.  The table below reflects the 
values of these questions from highest to lowest means. 
TABLE 19: VIEWS OF CSR PRACTICES AS A HIERARCHY 
Answer Choices N Mean Std. Deviation 
Q29. My organization is concerned with fan safety. 27 4.89 0.32 
Q17. My organization contributes to youth sports 
programs. 27 4.81 0.48 
Q19. My organization contributes to educational 
initiatives and school programs. 27 4.74 0.45 
Q21. My organization contributes to charitable 
foundations. 27 4.67 0.55 
Q30. My organization is concerned with fair 
business practices and policies. 27 4.63 0.49 
Q27. My organization is concerned with front office 
employee safety. 27 4.44 0.64 
Q28. My organization is concerned with product 
safety. 25 4.36 0.81 
Q26. My organization contributes to disaster relief. 27 4.33 0.68 
Q24. My organization contributes to health 
programs. 27 4.19 0.83 
Q20. My organization contributes to economic 
development. 27 4.00 0.96 
Q22. My organization contributes to reducing 
poverty. 26 3.54 1.07 
Q23. My organization contributes to human rights 
causes. 27 3.19 1.00 
Q25. My organization contributes to the arts. 27 3.11 1.09 
Q18. My organization contributes to 
ecological/environmental initiatives. 27 2.74 1.16 
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It is evident from this restructuring of answers that strategy is important for teams as they 
practice CSR.  The first element, “my organization is concerned with fan safety,” is probably 
due to the fact that the NBA fight is still top of mind for many in the industry and new 
precautions have been put in place to protect fans attending the games.  The next three items 
deal with contributions franchises make to various areas in the community, and “youth sports 
programs,” “school programs,” and “charitable foundations” all are community partners that 
could potentially increase the fan base for the local team.  Thus, these philanthropic causes 
are ranked much higher than “disaster relief,” “health programs,” “human rights causes,” 
“the arts,” and “ecological/environmental initiatives.”  The latter contributions come from a 
general sense of goodwill more than they a strategic focus because the receivers of these 
contributions are probably less likely to purchase tickets and increase the team’s fan base.  
The legal areas, “fair business practices and policies,” “front office employee safety,” and 
“product safety,” scored higher than “economic development,” reflecting that legal issues are 
again more important that economic ones. 
The values to these questions reflect that as a group, teams tend to value the same 
traditional community relations programs over those that are less traditional for a sports 
team.  Therefore, if a team wanted to stand out or take a different approach, they could, 
perhaps, establish a program devoted to the arts or the environment.  The problem with this, 
however, is that a team’s fans may not appreciate an arts program as much as they would a 
youth sports program.  Clearly, however, sports teams are strategically spending their dollars 
in areas that match their core competencies as a business. 
More about strategy and the other elements of CSR uncovered from the qualitative content 
analysis are discussed later. 
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HYPOTHESES 
Although the null hypotheses failed to be rejected, this still provides some insight into how 
the sports industry views CSR.  According to the data, teams with a single owner do not 
value CSR activities more than teams owned by a corporation, partnership, or group of 
owners.  The thought process in constructing the hypothesis is that teams with a single owner 
tend to have more managerial discretion and more of a hands-on approach to handling all 
team issues.  Thus, they could likely be more concerned with CSR issues because they are 
solely responsible for the team.  It is somewhat difficult, however, to make comparisons 
across ownership with a small sample size.  Of the 27 surveys returned, 11 were completed 
by teams with a single owner—more than any other category. 
It is interesting that teams with higher revenues do not spend more on CSR activities.  An 
important note here, though, is that it may be difficult to gauge exactly how much a team 
spends on CSR given the amount of in-kind donations that a team contributes.  Yet the 
amounts given by respondents did not reveal any sort of significant trend.  The correlation 
coefficient was particularly low in this case showing that even if the value was to be 
significant, the relationship would be weak.  The fact that the null failed to be rejected in this 
case brings up more questions than answers.  Should teams with higher revenues spend more 
on CSR?  Traditionally, the teams with the highest revenues are able to offer the largest 
contracts to their players.  This occurs most often in MLB where there is no salary cap as in 
the other leagues.  The qualitative discussion addresses how teams view CSR spending to 
some degree and suggestions for further research on this area are offered later. 
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QUALITATIVE CONTENT ANALYSIS DISCUSSION 
The quantitative analysis reveals that Carroll’s four-tier definition may not hold true in the 
sports industry.  The qualitative data also support this notion.  The sections below discuss 
each portion of the qualitative analysis. 
 
QUESTION 1: DEFINE CSR 
Eight major categories were uncovered through the qualitative content analysis.  Some of 
these categories are the same that Carroll described; others are new areas that are proposed to 
be included in the sports industry’s CSR definition.  The researcher read over the data from 
answers to questions 1, 38, and 39 several times and then determined categories in order of 
most to least prevalent. 
The most prevalent category was philanthropy.  This philanthropic category is in line with 
Carroll’s—sports teams donate funds or in-kind donations in a discretionary manner—yet the 
category appears to be weighted more heavily in the sports industry than in general business.  
This could be due to the fact that sports teams rely on the community’s support to fill seats, 
and therefore, reaching out to a community through philanthropic efforts generates interest in 
a team and builds a fan base.  These fans, in turn, are more likely to follow the team and 
become life-long fans, which affects purchasing decisions.  Additionally, as seen by the 
answers to survey question 39, sports teams are combating ethical issues with philanthropic 
efforts.  Thus, philanthropy is utilized not only out of sense of goodwill, but also because 
teams harness it to improve an overall image.  Whatever the reasoning may be, philanthropy 
is clearly an instrumental piece of the corporate social responsibility pie in the minds of 
owners/team presidents and community relations directors. 
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While teams feel that philanthropy is a significant part of CSR, respondents also strongly 
felt that a local approach was important in practicing CSR.  Already, these two themes are 
presenting a different picture than Carroll’s pyramid description of CSR.  Philanthropy, as 
well as ethics and the law, are the categories of CSR.  These categories, however, are applied 
through certain approaches, one of which is a belief that CSR should be local in the sports 
industry.  Indeed, the localization of CSR is a logical choice for the sports industry.  A 
corporation will have consumers on a national or international scale, whereas a sports team 
identifies with a particular city or, at the most, a specific region of the country.  Thus, CSR is 
more local in sports because a fan growing up in Seattle is more likely to be a fan of Seattle’s 
sports teams rather than the teams in Florida.  As discussed in the literature review, sports 
teams produce an economic impact on a particular area, and the reverse also applies (Lee & 
Chun, 2002).  Those who are nearby a particular sports team are most likely to be fans and 
generate the economic impact for the team.  Moreover, as with any company, a sports team 
cannot help everyone, so the funds spent on CSR are locally dispersed for ease of transfer 
and to affect the local population first and foremost.   
It is important to note, however, that teams do occasionally donate funds and efforts 
beyond just their local area.  When Hurricane Katrina hit the New Orleans area, all four of 
the sports leagues initiated food and supply drives as well as fundraisers to provide cash 
donations for the area (Wilson, 2005).  Thus, the local approach is used most often as a 
strategic approach, but at times, the general sense of goodwill takes precedent and teams go 
beyond their normal borders. 
As stated above, the local approach is a strategic one, and participants often discussed the 
need for CSR to be strategic in general.  The strategic category became a replacement for 
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Carroll’s economic one for this study.  Participants discussed using funds and assets, but each 
time this was discussed, an element of strategy was involved.  Clearly, teams are not 
donating funds or in-kind donations to an organization just for any reason.  Rather, they are 
using a strategic approach to ensure that they are receiving the most bang for their buck.  
Another respondent mentioned the fact that their team gave back to the community through 
philanthropy because it was “elevating [the team] in the process.”  Thus, there is not an 
economic responsibility in the way Carroll stated that teams must earn a profit.  Instead, 
teams are strategically using their dollars and resources to give back to the community in the 
hopes that the team will also benefit—financially or otherwise.  Both the strategic and local 
areas fall under approaches to CSR. 
The third and final approach to CSR also came as the fourth most prevalent area to the 
researcher.  Teams are using CSR to build and maintain relationships in the community.  The 
purpose of CSR is not only to strategically donate funds and in-kind items to the local 
community, but it is also to partner with other organizations for the betterment of the entire 
community.  Many respondents stated that CSR was important because teams needed to be a 
community “partner” or because it was necessary in maintaining a “proper relationship.”  
This relationship aspect of CSR relates to the strategic and local aspects because teams 
realize the importance of building relationships with “fenceline neighbors” as one participant 
put it.  Furthermore, relationships are built on the notion that both parties involved give back 
to the other.  Thus, as a team donates funds or offers free tickets to a group, the expectation is 
that members of the group will purchase future tickets, concessions, paraphernalia, etc.  Also 
the group may feature the team’s involvement in its newsletter, which creates positive 
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publicity for the franchise.  Obviously, building relationships through CSR must be a benefit 
to both parties involved if it is to be successful. 
Though teams use a relational approach to CSR, there was also evidence that this 
relationship is not necessarily equal in all cases.  The fifth most prevalent category was one 
of leadership.  Many participants discussed the importance of being a role model as an 
organization or a leader in the community.  Lee and Chun (2002) noted that teams have an 
economic impact on a city as well as improving the area’s reputation by placing the city on a 
national scale.  Sports teams are able to do this because they are entertainers that, while they 
play in local stadiums, the games are often covered nationally through media.  Games are 
often televised, or can be found on the radio, and now it is possible to purchase streaming of 
all baseball games via the Internet (Tomich & McLaughlin, 2005).  
Additionally, digital cable providers and satellite television and radio have now contracted 
with leagues so that fans can watch or listen to each and every game in any league, further 
placing the team in a national spotlight (Tomich & McLaughlin, 2005; Umstead, 2004).  
With this spotlight, it only makes sense that teams feel they should serve as role models for 
their community.  Other organizations in the community cannot gain the same national 
coverage in most cases.  Thus, teams are leaders in the community because they have the 
capacity to affect the local environment on a greater scale than others, and this leadership 
status enables a “contributing influence on society,” which justifies CSR for the sports 
industry more than others.  Based on this logic, leadership does not seem to be an approach 
to CSR but rather a mandate for it.  Because teams are leaders and role models, they feel they 
are required to be socially responsible based on public expectations, and in doing so, smaller 
organizations within the community will follow suit.   
 60
The next most prevalent category was that of ethics.  This theme was found to be very 
significant throughout the quantitative findings, but it appeared absent by comparison in this 
qualitative question.  Perhaps this is because ethical responsibility is always present but it is 
largely unspoken up front.  When compared to other categories, ethical responsibility was 
almost always the most important issue, yet when it was not offered for discussion, teams did 
not refer to it on as great of a scale.  This finding may be due to the belief that ethics are 
discussed only when poor ethics are displayed, or because ethics are often just difficult to 
talk about in general.  Thus, Pinkston and Carroll (1996) may have been right when they 
addressed the category as a “gray area.”  Talking about ethics may, in fact, be a gray area, but 
just because teams are not discussing them, it does not indicate that they view ethics as 
insignificant.  Clearly the quantitative findings indicate that ethical responsibility is a highly 
significant portion of CSR, but this question and the other qualitative sections suggest that it 
may not always be addressed properly.  The researcher specifically asked about ethical issues 
in two later questions, which are discussed in the next sections. 
Another of Carroll’s categories found through the qualitative content analysis was legal 
responsibility.  Although not as large as ethical and not nearly as prevalent as philanthropic, 
this category did appear, mostly in regards to employment practices.  Like ethical 
responsibility, following the law is discussed usually only when it is broken.  Thus, teams 
may view legal responsibility as a given because little choice or discretion is allowed. 
Finally, the last category noted by respondents was one relating to stakeholders.  If 
localization, use of strategy, and relationship building were approaches to CSR, then the 
stakeholder category concerns the players involved.  This category somewhat overlaps with 
the relationship category in that external stakeholders such as nearby nonprofits are often the 
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recipients of a team’s philanthropic efforts.  At the same time, however, this category 
includes employees, the athletes on the field, legal entities, and all the groups that are 
involved for a sports franchise to exist and prosper.  Without stakeholders, there would be no 
need for a team to practice CSR, so they are clearly an important part of the CSR definition. 
Legitimacy Gap Theory 
Corporate social responsibility, no doubt, exists in the sports industry and is practiced 
through a local, strategic, and relational approach in order for a team to carry out 
philanthropic, ethical, and legal responsibilities.  These responsibilities are not weighted 
equally and change over time as a result of what is going on in the industry.  Moreover, CSR 
is required in the sports industry because teams themselves view themselves as 
organizational leaders.  The public also sees sports teams as leaders and they, along with 
internal groups, are the stakeholders that benefit from CSR. 
Figure 1 and the explanation above offer an understanding into the sports industry’s view  
of CSR that goes above and beyond what Carroll (1979) stated in his CSR definition, but a 
theoretical understanding of CSR is still missing.  Based on the data, a theory exists that 
serves to explain CSR.  Legitimacy gap theory is best described as an “expectancy” gap that 
arises when an organization’s behavior causes a discrepancy with the public (Sethi, 1975).  
These discrepancies can often affect a business’ legitimacy in the public eye.  Discrepancies 
can occur in one of two ways.  First, an organization either changes its behavior or unethical 
or illegal behavior is discovered by the public.  Second, societal norms and values undergo 
changes, and the organization has yet to adapt to these new public expectations.  CSR, then, 
can be explained by the fact that it helps a company remain credible to its publics. 
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Both the first and second scenario can describe CSR in the sports industry today.  As 
mentioned earlier, all four of the major sports leagues currently are trying to recover from 
behavior the public believes is unethical.  Additionally, societal values have changed 
drastically over time with regards to sports.  Perceptions about sportsmanship, for example, 
have evolved, and the NFL changed its policies on touchdown celebrations several different 
times as a result.  Furthermore, in 1991, Carroll stated that few CEOs would say that 
philanthropic responsibilities are a waste of money or not important, and this assertion holds 
true in the sports industry according to the data.  As the public sector continued to weaken 
and the public lost trust in the government, society began to expect companies to address 
social causes more and more.  Therefore, the legitimacy gap theory necessitates CSR in the 
sports industry because teams must appear legitimate in the public eye and meet society’s 
expectations.  The following model includes legitimacy gap theory: 
FIGURE 2:  THEORETICAL MODEL OF CSR IN THE SPORTS INDUSTRY: 
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QUESTION 38: ETHICAL CONCERNS 
Survey question 38 asked participants to list the top two ethical concerns in their sport.  
Eighteen of the 27 respondents provided an answer, and the researcher found drug use to be 
the most prevalent concern.  This is clearly top of mind for all of the sports leagues, although 
the allegations to date have mostly involved only Major League Baseball.  It is interesting 
that owners and community relations directors in all of the leagues listed drug use as an issue 
because it reveals that concerns arising in one sport will cross over to affect other leagues as 
well.  The same idea can be applied to the second-most prevalent ethical concern of player 
behavior.  This concern, of course, is significant to sports teams at the moment because of the 
fight in the NBA during the 2004-2005 season.  After the altercation occurred, all of the 
leagues took additional precautions to ensure fan safety, which may be why the Likert-scale 
question pertaining to fan safety received the highest mean value.  The NBA also changed its 
alcohol policy for fans and instituted a dress code for its players in the aftermath of the fight 
(Allen, 2005). 
Both of the above-mentioned ethical issues held legal implications as well.  Congress 
became involved in MLB’s steroid controversy because many of the drug use allegations 
involved illegal drugs.  With the NBA fight, the five Indiana Pacers involved faced charges 
of misdemeanor assault (Karush, 2005).  Thus, while the issues were viewed as unethical and 
caused both leagues to receive negative media coverage, they were also subject to legal 
concerns, reflecting that legal and ethical responsibilities often overlap.  The next section 
addresses how philanthropic responsibility is related to ethical concerns in the sports 
industry. 
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QUESTION 39: PRACTICING ETHICAL RESPONSIBILITY 
Though the ethical concerns of sports teams largely focused on drug use and player 
behavior, teams often turn to philanthropy to amend these concerns.  Question 39 asked 
respondents to reveal how their teams practiced being ethically responsible.  In most cases, 
teams provided specific examples of philanthropic activity, such as donating funds to a 
particular cause, as their answer for ethics.  Clearly, a disconnect exists here as sports teams 
are not directly addressing their ethical concerns. 
If a team is concerned with drug use and player behavior, then it should find specific ways 
to address these ethical, and often legal, concerns.  Participating in philanthropic activities 
may help to improve a team’s overall reputation, but it does little, if anything, to prevent the 
ethical concerns from arising.  From all the answers provided, only one respondent, an NFL 
community relations manager, addressed the specific ethical issue of drug use, stating that 
the team followed league policies on the issue. 
Perhaps teams feel that the league should be addressing the ethical concerns of player 
behavior and drug use, but at the same time, if a team behaves in an unethical way, this will 
reflect poorly on the franchise.  Furthermore, if these ethical concerns continue to surface and 
the teams do nothing to address them, a legitimacy gap may arise as the public will expect 
teams, and not just the leagues, to actively tackle the ethical issues. 
 
STRENGTHS AND LIMITATIONS  
The previous chapters provided an understanding to what others have stated about CSR, as 
well as a discussion about the data gathered from the sports industry.  This section will 
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address the overall strengths and limitations of this study, and conclusions are offered 
afterwards.  Suggestions for additional research are discussed throughout. 
The greatest strength of this research study was that it filled a gap in the literature.  In the 
great expanse of social responsibility research, very little had been done to view the issue 
from the perspective of sports franchises; thus this study shed light on an area where 
previously there had been none.  The study also targeted all four major sports in the U.S., 
which provided a look into how each of the leagues viewed CSR. 
Furthermore, this study’s population was owners/team presidents as well as community 
relations directors of each team.  The majority of CSR has focused on CEOs or public 
relations practitioners, thus this study offers the insight of a relatively new position.  With 
that said, however, future researchers may still include other non-traditional departments to 
see how these groups view CSR. 
The major limitation to this study was, of course, the low response rate of 11.39%.  
Additionally some leagues returned more surveys than others, which allowed for little cross 
comparison.  Major League Baseball provided the most surveys with 12, and this is likely 
due to the fact that they were not in their regular or postseason at the time the surveys were 
distributed.  Thus, in the future it would be interesting to see if response rates varied at 
different times of the year.  Additionally, the survey could be targeted to only one league, in 
order to provide more specific insight into how that particular sport viewed CSR.  Although 
the response rate was low, this study is still the first of its kind; therefore, it can be used as a 
springboard for future research in the sports industry, and the ideas gained can be applied to 
research in other industries as well. 
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Another strength to this study was the fact that it employed both quantitative and 
qualitative methods.  The quantitative measures helped to understand how participants 
viewed CSR in general and in relation to Carroll’s hierarchy, while the qualitative data 
allowed participants to discuss aspects of the issue in their own words.  Using two methods 
helped to reduce the weaknesses inherently present in using one method alone. 
In regards to methodology, the initial plan was to use an online survey, but after 
encountering difficulty in obtaining the email addresses of team owners, the researcher 
adjusted the methodology to use a mail survey.  The strength of ensuring participants 
received the survey outweighed the weakness of spending large amounts of time to call each 
team for the email information of participants, which was not a guarantee.  A weakness with 
the paper survey, however, was that respondents could now change answers to question 1, 
even though they were asked to not do so.  Online surveys allowed for the efficient 
conversion of data into SPSS; another weakness of mail surveys is that the researcher had to 
type this data in by hand.  Finally, the research cost of a mail survey was more expensive 
than the online method.  
Limitations included the possibility that someone other than the team owner and 
community relations director would complete the survey, though this could occur in online 
surveys as well.  While this occurred in some of the cases, all respondents were closely 
related to the desired population.  Additionally, some participants did not answer some open-
ended questions; this could be remedied in the future by conducting in-depth interviews to 
ensure for sufficient answering. 
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One final limitation of the study is that the research provided only a snapshot of the current 
views of CSR and may not be relevant as trends and people in the industry change.  The 
study could be used as a baseline to track future changes, however.   
 
CONCLUSION 
Corporate social responsibility in the sports industry differs from other businesses based 
on the data found in this study.  Quantitatively, ethical issues appeared to be the most 
significant to the sample, and philanthropic issues were the second most relevant topic. Legal 
responsibilities, meanwhile, were of tertiary value, and economic responsibilities rounded out 
the bottom of the hierarchy.  Evidence provided by qualitative measures helped to justify this 
hierarchy. 
Drug use and player behavior are two ethical issues that are pertinent to the sports industry 
today, and although the concerns were largely isolated to only one league, data revealed that 
each sport felt the negativity stemming from MLB’s steroid allegations and the NBA player-
fan altercation.  Thus, ethical concerns are the most germane issue at the moment. 
Philanthropy received high marks in definitional questions as well as being the most 
prevalent coding theme in the qualitative measures, indicating that ethics and philanthropy go 
hand in hand in the sports industry.  Many respondents deemed philanthropic efforts as the 
most essential piece of “corporate social responsibility,” and at the same time, they also 
viewed “giving back to the community” as instrumental to combat the negative reputation 
arising from unethical behavior.  Thus, when the public discovers unethical behavior in 
sports, teams are turning to philanthropy to provide the remedy, hoping that positive press 
coverage will outweigh the negative.   
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It appears that league officials, and not individual teams, are addressing ethical concerns.  
Teams can learn from this study that a disconnect exists and that they, too, should tackle 
ethical issues by establishing policies and discussing expected behavior from their players.  
Furthermore, since all the leagues are concerned with the same ethical issues, it may be 
beneficial for the leagues to collectively discuss the issues and share ideas.  This suggestion 
is not to say that teams should reduce their philanthropic activity; rather, philanthropy proved 
to be an important part of CSR in the industry, and respondents articulated the need to be 
socially responsible beyond reasons of just image maintenance.  But philanthropy cannot be 
the sole solution to these ethical concerns; if sports teams continue this strategy, the 
legitimacy gap will only increase as sports teams fail to meet public expectations.  This 
situation does need to be further examined, however, and in the future, researchers may 
desire to study the issue from the perspective of fans to determine just what the public’s 
expectations are.  Additionally, in-depth interviews with those in the sports industry may 
shed more light on the situation. 
Carroll posited that legal responsibilities were the second most important category to 
businesses, but respondents in this study did not value legal issues as significantly.  When 
compared to other categories of CSR, legal issues typically fell behind ethical and 
philanthropic concerns.  Yet, when the question was isolated to legal concerns, respondents 
valued the issue quite highly.  The reasoning behind this scenario was provided by qualitative 
methods.  Two respondents stated the same idea—legal issues are mandated so little choice is 
involved.  CSR, on the other hand, is not mandated and goes beyond just following the law.  
This reasoning suggests that while legal responsibilities are of paramount importance to 
sports teams, they do not fit with CSR as well as those categories that are more discretionary.  
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Could this also be the case in other industries?  Forced-choice questions and open-ended 
questions addressing this issue are necessary to evaluate the scenario in future studies 
covering other industries. 
Weighted even higher than legal responsibilities in Carroll’s hierarchy were the economic 
responsibilities.  Economic concerns typically finished last in importance in this study, 
however, and again, the qualitative data provided the reasoning.  Respondents did not 
mention the need to earn a profit in their definitions of CSR, but rather, they saw a need to 
use resources strategically in order to reap future financial and non-financial gains.  
Moreover, sports franchises differ from other businesses in that they are not always run by a 
CEO and governed by a board of directors.  Many teams, in fact, are owned by a single 
individual who often is very wealthy and more concerned with winning than with earning a 
profit.  These two motives taken together explain why economic responsibilities are not 
valued as highly in the sports industry.  The hypothesis dealing with revenues also indicated 
that teams with higher revenues do not correlate to spending more on CSR.  Future research 
could examine why this was the case. 
The qualitative content analysis provided insight into the definition of CSR in the sports 
industry beyond just the categories involved.  According to the data, the sports industry feels 
that CSR is obligatory because teams are leaders in the community, and they use a local, 
strategic, and relational approach to carry out the various components of CSR.  Given this 
new information and utilizing legitimacy gap theory, CSR can best be defined in the sports 
industry in the following way: as leaders in the community, sports franchises employ a 
local, strategic, and relational approach in order to legitimize their team as ethically, 
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philanthropically, and legally responsible.  This definition, of course, should be tested in 
further research, in the sports industry and otherwise. 
As well as providing a new definition, this study also uncovered who influenced CSR 
within the sports industry, but this aspect was not added to the definition because it requires 
additional understanding.  Issues of self-report were likely at hand, as community relations 
directors and owners/team presidents received the highest values.  Each group’s answers 
were also significantly different (p=0.10), indicating that community relations directors 
selected themselves, and owners/team presidents did the same.  Adding other departments to 
the population in new studies, such as accounting and legal departments, for example, should 
help describe this issue more accurately. 
Finally, this study provided a current snapshot of how the sports industry viewed certain 
practices of CSR.  Because fan safety received the highest value, it can be assumed that these 
views will change as events in the industry dictate.  It is also important to remember that 
ethics are constantly changing in the sports industry, and it could be possible that the 
legitimacy gap may diminish and/or disappear if the public becomes more tolerant of 
unethical behavior.   
The views of CSR practices also indicated that sports teams prefer traditional, core-
oriented community relations activities, such as contributing to youth sports teams, over non-
traditional ones, such as contributing to the arts.  Thus, sports teams could begin 
implementing less traditional philanthropic programs, such as contributing the arts, and this 
may possibly help bring in a new demographic of fans.  Moreover, legal issues were viewed 
more highly than economic ones; this is in line with the other data provided in the study.  The 
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values associated with these views can be used as a baseline to track future changes in the 
industry. 
Corporate social responsibility in the sports industry appears to be a distinctive animal.  Is 
it because the business model is different in sports, or could it be that CSR is changing in 
other industries as well?  One thing is certain.  This study has only opened the door to more 
questions pertaining to CSR, justifying that the issue continues to grow, evolve, and 
necessitate additional examination. 
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 APPENDIX A: CONSENT FORM  
 
 
Corporate Social Responsibility in the Sports Industry Consent Form 
 
IRB Study # JOMC 53-053 Principal Investigator: Hela Sheth 
School of Journalism and Mass Communication Phone: 919.619.0735 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill Faculty Advisor: Dulcie Straughan 
Phone: 919.962.9003 
 
Purpose of Study 
The purpose of this study is to learn about corporate social responsibility in the sports industry.  
 
How many people will participate in this study? 
Each community relations director and team owner in the NFL, NHL, NBA, and MLB is receiving 
this survey for a total of 244 potential respondents. You were specifically selected for this study 
because of your function within the team and its potential relationship to corporate social 
responsibility. 
 
How long will your part in this study last? 
The survey should take approximately 20 minutes of your time to complete.  Some questions are 
multiple choice, some require filling in blanks, and a few ask you to write out an answer.  There is no 
follow-up to this survey.  
 
Please note that you are asked not to return to the first question of the survey.  For all other questions, 
feel free to stop and come back to them later. 
 
What are the possible benefits from being in this study? 
Research is designed to benefit society by gaining new knowledge. You may also expect to benefit by 
participating in this study if you choose to request a copy of the study. 
 
Will you receive anything by being in this study? 
As an incentive for your participation, your team will be entered into a drawing for a chance to win an 
autographed basketball signed by Roy Williams and the entire 2005-2006 UNC team.  This ball will 
be donated to your team’s 501c3 foundation or community relations department as an 
auction/fundraising item. 
 
What are the possible risks or discomforts involved from being in this study?   
There are no known risks involved in participating in this study. 
 
How will your privacy be maintained? 
Every effort will be made to protect your privacy: No team information or names will be cited in any 
publications resulting from the study.  No data will be shared in any individually identifiable way, 
and only the principal investigator will look at the original data.  Surveys are numbered for reminder 
notification purposes only; once the data are collected, the list linking names and survey numbers will 
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 be destroyed.  All hard copies of survey data will be stored in a secure location for one year following 
the study, and then destroyed. 
 
Rights of Participants 
Your contribution is completely voluntary. You have the right to stop participating in the survey at 
any time.  You also have the right to decline answering any question by leaving it blank and moving 
on to the next question.  
 
What if you have questions about this study? 
You have the right to ask, and have answered, any questions you may have about this research. If you 
have questions, or concerns, you should contact the researchers listed above. 
 
Institutional Review Board Approval 
All research on human volunteers is reviewed by a committee that works to protect your rights and 
welfare. If you have questions/concerns about your rights as a subject you may contact, anonymously 
if you wish, the Institutional Review Board at 919-966-3113 or by email to IRB_subjects@unc.edu.  
 
 
 
Participant Agreement 
I have read the information provided above, and I agree to these terms and conditions: 
 
____________________________________________   __________________ 
Signature of Research Participant      Date 
 
____________________________________________ 
Printed Name of Research Participant 
 
 
 
There are two copies of this form.  Please keep one and return a signed 
copy to the researcher. 
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 APPENDIX B: SURVEY 
 
 
PLEASE DO NOT RETURN TO QUESTION 1 AFTER ANSWERING IT. 
 
Question 1:  In the space provided below, please write out how you personally would define corporate 
social responsibility. 
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 2. Which of the following would you include as a part of “corporate social responsibility?” Check 
ALL that apply. 
 
  Paying high dividends to stockholders 
  Complying with Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) policies  
  Following Securities and Exchange Commission procedures 
  Making a profit 
  Supporting social causes  
  Treating all employees fairly 
  Donating funds to nonprofit organizations 
  Conserving resources, materials, and minimizing waste 
  Other   
  Please list _____________________________________________________________ 
 
3. Which of the following do you think are synonyms of “corporate social responsibility?”  Check 
ALL that apply. 
 
  Philanthropy 
  Corporate contributions 
  Corporate citizenship 
  Economic development 
  Ethics 
  Legal compliance 
  Community reinvestment 
  Reputation management 
  Other 
 Please list _____________________________________________________________ 
 
4. What term does your organization use to define “corporate social responsibility" as you 
described it in question 1? 
 
  Corporate social responsibility 
  Philanthropy 
  Corporate contributions 
  Corporate citizenship 
  Economic development 
  Ethics 
  Legal compliance 
  Community reinvestment 
  Reputation management 
  Other 
 Please list _____________________________________________________________ 
 
FOR THE FOLLOWING PLEASE CIRCLE THE NUMBER THAT MATCHES YOUR 
LEVEL OF AGREEMENT: 
 
5. Corporate social responsibility is important for all types of businesses. 
 
Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 
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 6. Community relations directors primarily perform the tasks of corporate social responsibility. 
 
Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
7. CEOs primarily perform the tasks of corporate social responsibility. 
 
Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
8. The public expects sports teams to be socially responsible. 
 
Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
9. It is important for my organization to comply with legal regulations. 
 
Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
10. It is important for my organization to be ethical. 
 
Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
11. It is important for my organization to be philanthropic. 
 
Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
12. It is important for my organization to be economically viable. 
 
Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
13. It is important for my organization to meet all legal regulations. 
 
Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
14. It is important for my organization to have the highest ethical standards. 
 
Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
15. It is important for my organization to have a strategic philanthropy program. 
 
Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 
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 16. It is important for my organization to make a profit. 
 
Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
17. My organization contributes to youth sports programs. 
 
Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
18. My organization contributes to ecological/environmental initiatives. 
 
Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
19. My organization contributes to educational initiatives and school programs. 
 
Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
20. My organization contributes to economic development. 
 
Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
21. My organization contributes to charitable foundations. 
 
Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
22. My organization contributes to reducing poverty. 
 
Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
23. My organization contributes to human rights causes. 
 
Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
24. My organization contributes to health programs. 
 
Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
25. My organization contributes to the arts. 
 
Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 
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 26. My organization contributes to disaster relief. 
 
Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
27. My organization is concerned with front office employee safety. 
 
Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
28. My organization is concerned with product safety. 
 
Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
29. My organization is concerned with fan safety. 
 
Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
30. My organization is concerned with fair business practices and policies.  
 
Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
31. Does your team have its own 501(c)3 charitable organization?  
 
  Yes 
  No 
 
32. On a scale of one to four, please rank the following items based on what you believe the most 
important factor in “corporate social responsibility.”  One is what you consider to be the most 
important factor and four is considered the least important:  
 
 ___________Legal responsibilities  
 ___________Ethical responsibilities 
 ___________Philanthropic responsibilities 
 ___________Economic responsibilities 
 
33. Please list any additional categories that you would include as a part of “corporate social 
responsibility.” 
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
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 34. Which of the following departments influence your team’s “corporate social responsibility” 
policies? (Please check all that apply). 
 
  Owner/Executive/CEO 
  Public relations 
  Community relations 
  Operations 
  Legal department 
  Marketing 
  Finance/Accounting 
  Human resources 
  Other 
 Please list _____________________________________________________________ 
 
35. Which one of the following departments is the most responsible for influencing your team’s 
“corporate social responsibility” policies? (Please check the one appropriate answer). 
 
  Owner/Executive/CEO 
  Public relations 
  Community relations 
  Operations 
  Legal department 
  Marketing 
  Finance/Accounting 
  Human resources 
  Other 
 Please list _____________________________________________________________ 
 
36. Please rank the following categories in order from the department most involved with 
influencing “corporate social responsibility” policies to least involved.  One is the most 
involved and eight is the least involved.   
 
 ___________Owner/Team president 
 ___________Public relations 
 ___________Community Relations 
 ___________Operations 
 ___________Legal department 
 ___________Marketing 
 ___________Finance/Accounting 
 ___________Human resources 
 
37. Who is more responsible for influencing “corporate social responsibility” policies? (Check the 
one appropriate box). 
 
  Owner/Team president 
  Community relations manager 
  Other 
 Please list _____________________________________________________________ 
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 IN THE SPACE PROVIDED BELOW, PLEASE WRITE OUT YOUR ANSWERS TO THE 
FOLLOWING QUESTIONS: 
 
38. Please list the top two ethical concerns that arise in your sport. 
         
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
39. Please provide an example of how your team practices ethical responsibility. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
40. Which of the following best describes your team’s ownership structure? 
 
  Single owner 
  Owned by a corporation 
  A partnership 
  Group of owners 
  Other 
 Please list _____________________________________________________________ 
 
41. Please approximate the amount of money you believe your organization spent on “corporate 
social responsibility” for the fiscal year 2004. 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
42. Please list how much total revenue your company earned for the fiscal year 2004.  If the amount 
was negative, please simply place a negative sign in front of the amount lost. 
 
_________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
43. Do you have any other comments you would wish to make concerning “corporate social 
responsibility?” 
 
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
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 Thank you for your time! You’re almost done! 
 
Please take a moment to fill out the questions below: 
 
44. What is your exact title?  ______________________________________________________ 
 
45.  How many years experience have you had in the sports industry? _____________________ 
 
46.  Which of the following do you currently work for? 
 
  MLB 
  NFL 
  NBA 
  NHL 
 
47. Would you like to receive a copy of the findings of this study? 
 
  Yes 
  No 
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 APPENDIX C: LETTER OF INTRODUCTION 
         
<TITLE> <FIRST NAME> <LAST NAME> 
<POSITION> 
<COMPANY> 
<ADDRESS> 
 
<DATE> 
 
 
Dear <TITLE> <LAST NAME>, 
 
I am currently a master’s student at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill in the School of 
Journalism and Mass Communication, and I am contacting you today to ask for your help with my 
thesis topic of corporate social responsibility in the sports industry. 
 
Enclosed, you will find a survey that should take approximately 20 minutes of your time to complete.  
This survey is instrumental for my thesis, which is a requirement for my graduate program.  All sports 
franchises in MLB, the NBA, NHL, and NFL are receiving the same survey.  As an incentive for 
your participation, your team will be entered into a drawing for a chance to win an 
autographed basketball signed by Roy Williams and the entire 2005-2006 UNC team upon 
receipt of your completed survey.  This ball will be donated to your team’s 501c3 foundation or 
community relations department as an auction/fundraising item. 
 
I would greatly appreciate your help in this research by completing this survey, which has been 
approved by the Behavioral Institutional Review Board at UNC.  I would be happy to provide you a 
copy of the results after the study is completed.    
 
The first page of the survey is a consent form, which states your rights as a participant.  Please be 
sure to sign this consent form and return a copy of it along with the survey.  I have also 
provided you with a self-addressed, stamped envelope to make this process as convenient as 
possible for you. 
 
Should you have any questions, please don’t hesitate to contact me or my thesis adviser at the 
numbers below. 
 
I thank you immensely for your time and cooperation in this research project.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Dulcie Straughan Hela Sheth 
Associate Professor and Associate Dean Roy H. Park Master’s Fellow 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 
School of Journalism and Mass Communication School of Journalism and Mass Communication 
dulcie@email.unc.edu hsheth@email.unc.edu 
(919) 962-9003(919) 619-0735 
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 APPENDIX D: TEXT OF REMINDER POSTCARD 
 
 
Dear <TITLE> <LAST NAME>, 
 
I sent you a package approximately two weeks ago containing a letter of introduction, 
consent form, survey, and a self-addressed, stamped envelope as part of my thesis research.  
If you have not already done so, I would greatly appreciate it if you could fill out the survey 
and send it back to me.  The survey should only take 20 minutes of your time to complete.  
 
Upon receipt of your completed survey, your team will be entered into a drawing for the 
chance to win an autographed blue and white basketball autographed by Roy Williams and 
the entire 2005-2005 UNC basketball team.  This ball will be donated to your team’s 501(c)3 
foundation as an auction item. 
 
If you have any questions, please call or email me.  Thank you for your time! 
 
Hela Sheth 
Roy H. Park Master’s Fellow 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 
School of Journalism and Mass Communication 
(919) 619-0735 
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 APPENDIX E: MAJOR LEAGUE BASEBALL TEAM REVENUES 
 
Team Revenue ($ in millions) 
New York Yankees  264 
Boston Red Sox  201 
New York Mets  180 
Seattle Mariners  173 
Chicago Cubs  170 
Philadelphia Phillies  167 
Los Angeles Dodgers  166 
Atlanta Braves  162 
San Francisco Giants  159 
Houston Astros  155 
St Louis Cardinals  151 
San Diego Padres  150 
Baltimore Orioles  148 
Los Angeles Angels of Anaheim  147 
Texas Rangers  142 
Cleveland Indians  139 
Arizona Diamondbacks  136 
Colorado Rockies  132 
Chicago White Sox  131 
Cincinnati Reds  127 
Detroit Tigers  126 
Oakland Athletics  116 
Milwaukee Brewers  112 
Tampa Bay Devil Rays  110 
Pittsburgh Pirates  109 
Toronto Blue Jays  107 
Kansas City Royals  104 
Florida Marlins  103 
Minnesota Twins  
 
From www.forbes.com/lists.  Figures are based on the 2004 season. 
102 
Washington Nationals (formerly the Montreal Expos)  80 
 
  
85 
 APPENDIX F: NATIONAL FOOTBALL LEAGUE TEAM REVENUES 
Team Revenue ($ in millions) 
Washington Redskins 287 
New England Patriots 236 
Dallas Cowboys 231 
Philadelphia Eagles 216 
Houston Texans 215 
Cleveland Browns 203 
Denver Broncos 202 
Carolina Panthers 195 
Tampa Bay Buccaneers 195 
Chicago Bears 193 
Baltimore Ravens 192 
Miami Dolphins 190 
Green Bay Packers 189 
Tennessee Titans 186 
Detroit Lions 186 
Seattle Seahawks 183 
Pittsburgh Steelers 182 
Kansas City Chiefs 181 
St. Louis Rams 176 
New York Giants 175 
New Orleans Saints 175 
Buffalo Bills 173 
New York Jets 172 
Cincinnati Bengals 171 
San Francisco 49ers 171 
Jacksonville Jaguars 169 
Oakland Raiders 169 
Atlanta Falcons 168 
Indianapolis Colts 166 
San Diego Chargers 165 
Minnesota Vikings 164 
Arizona Cardinals 153 
 
From www.forbes.com/lists.  Figures are based on the 2004 season. 
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 APPENDIX G: NATIONAL BASKETBALL ASSOCIATION TEAM REVENUES* 
Team Revenue ($ in millions) 
Los Angeles Lakers  170 
New York Knicks  170 
Houston Rockets  125 
Chicago Bulls  123 
Detroit Pistons  121 
Sacramento Kings  118 
Dallas Mavericks  117 
Phoenix Suns  111 
San Antonio Spurs  108 
Philadelphia 76ers  107 
Boston Celtics  104 
Indiana Pacers  104 
Toronto Raptors  100 
Minnesota Timberwolves  97 
Washington Wizards  94 
Cleveland Cavaliers  93 
New Jersey Nets  93 
Miami Heat  93 
Denver Nuggets  89 
Utah Jazz  88 
Portland Trail Blazers  88 
Atlanta Hawks  83 
New Orleans Hornets  80 
Orlando Magic  78 
Los Angeles Clippers  77 
Milwaukee Bucks  77 
Golden State Warriors  76 
Memphis Grizzlies  75 
Seattle SuperSonics  73 
 
From www.forbes.com/lists.  Figures are based on the 2003-2004 season. 
*The Charlotte Bobcats are excluded from this list because they were established as a new 
franchise beginning in the 2003-2004 season. 
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 APPENDIX H: NATIONAL HOCKEY LEAGUE TEAM REVENUES  
Team Revenue ($ in millions) 
New York Rangers 118 
Toronto Maple Leafs 117 
Philadelphia Flyers 106 
Dallas Stars 103 
Colorado Avalanche 99 
Detroit Red Wings 97 
Boston Bruins 95 
Montreal Canadiens 90 
Tampa Bay Lightning 88 
Los Angeles Kings 80 
San Jose Sharks 74 
Vancouver Canucks 74 
Chicago Blackhawks 71 
Minnesota Wild 71 
Ottawa Senators 70 
Calgary Flames 70 
St Louis Blues 66 
Columbus Blue Jackets 66 
New York Islanders 64 
New Jersey Devils 61 
Washington Capitals 61 
Florida Panthers 60 
Atlanta Thrashers 59 
Phoenix Coyotes 57 
Nashville Predators 57 
Edmonton Oilers 55 
Mighty Ducks of Anaheim 54 
Pittsburgh Penguins 52 
Carolina Hurricanes 52 
Buffalo Sabres 51 
 
From www.forbes.com/lists.  Figures are based on the 2003-2004 season. 
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 APPENDIX I: INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD APPROVAL FORM 
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 TABLE 1: SURVEYS RETURNED PER LEAGUE 
Surveys Returned Per League 
League Frequency 
MLB 12 
NHL  6 
NBA 5 
NFL 2 
MLB & NBA 1 
NHL & NBA 1 
Total 27 
 
Surveys Returned Per League
0
2
4
6
8
10
12
14
MLB NHL NBA NFL MLB & NBA NHL & NBA
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 TABLE 2: SURVEYS RETURNED BY POSITION* 
Position Frequency 
Community Relations Directors 15 
Owners or Team Presidents 12 
Total 27 
 
*Although each survey was numbered so the researcher could determine who completed the survey, in some 
cases team owners or community relations directors gave the survey to someone else in the department to 
complete.  In addition, there were numerous different titles for those who filled out the survey.  Table 3 reflects 
the various titles of respondents, and from this list it is apparent that respondents were either a member of the 
population or were closely related to the position. 
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 TABLE 3: TITLES OF RESPONDENTS 
Titles Given from Surveys Returned from Owners or Team Presidents Frequency 
President 2 
Owner 1 
President, CEO and General Manager 1 
Chairman 1 
Chairman/Owner 1 
President of Business Operations 1 
President and CEO 1 
Senior Vice President Business Development 1 
Senior Vice President, Marketing and Communications 1 
Executive Vice President, Business Operations 1 
Chairman, Owner and CEO 1 
Titles Given from Surveys Returned from Community Relations Directors Frequency 
Community Relations Director 3 
Community Relations Manager 3 
Executive Director of [Team] Foundation 2 
Director, Community Marketing and Executive Director, [Team] Foundation 1 
Manager, Community Development 1 
Vice President, Community Outreach 1 
Vice President, Community Relations 1 
Marketing Manager 1 
Director, Community Relations and Executive Director of [Team] Foundation 1 
Director of Public Affairs and Community Relations 1 
Total 27 
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 TABLE 4: FREQUENCIES OF SURVEY QUESTION 2 
Which of the following would you include as a part of "corporate social responsibility?" 
Answer Choices Yes Frequency
No 
Frequency Missing Total 
Paying high dividends to stockholders 
(economic) 1 (3.7) 24 (88.9) 2 (7.4) 27 (100.0) 
Complying with EEOC policies (legal) 20 (74.1) 5 (18.5) 2 (7.4) 27 (100.0) 
Following SEC procedures (legal) 10 (37.0) 15 (55.6) 2 (7.4) 27 (100.0) 
Making a profit (economic) 4 (14.8) 21 (77.8) 2 (7.4) 27 (100.0) 
Supporting social causes (philanthropic) 22 (81.5) 3 (11.1) 2 (7.4) 27 (100.0) 
Treating all employees fairly (ethical) 21 (77.8) 4 (14.8) 2 (7.4) 27 (100.0) 
Donating funds to nonprofit organizations 
(philanthropic) 23 (85.2) 2 (7.4) 2 (7.4) 27 (100.0) 
Conserving resources, materials, and 
minimizing waste (ethical) 20 (74.1) 5 (18.5) 2 (7.4) 27 (100.0) 
Other 2 (7.4) 23 (85.2) 2 (7.4) 27 (100.0) 
     Addressing local community needs - - - - 
     Doing the correct thing always - - - - 
 
Category Frequencies 
Philanthropic 45 
Ethical 41 
Legal 30 
Economic 5 
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 TABLE 5: FREQUENCIES OF SURVEY QUESTION 3 
Which of the following do you think are synonyms of "corporate social 
responsibility?" 
Answer Choices Yes Frequency 
No 
Frequency Missing Total 
Philanthropy 20 (74.1) 5 (18.5) 2 (7.4) 27 (100.0) 
Corporate contributions 19 (70.4) 6 (22.2) 2 (7.4) 27 (100.0) 
Corporate citizenship 22 (81.5) 3 (11.1) 2 (7.4) 27 (100.0) 
Economic development 12 (44.4) 13 (48.1) 2 (7.4) 27 (100.0) 
Ethics 22 (81.5) 3 (11.1) 2 (7.4) 27 (100.0) 
Legal compliance 12 (44.4) 13 (48.1) 2 (7.4) 27 (100.0) 
Community reinvestment 20 (74.1) 5 (18.5) 2 (7.4) 27 (100.0) 
Reputation management 11 (40.7) 14 (51.9) 2 (7.4) 27 (100.0) 
Other 1 (3.7) 24 (88.9) 2 (7.4) 27 (100.0) 
     All have a place in CR - - -  
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 TABLE 6: FREQUENCIES OF SURVEY QUESTION 4 
What term does your organization use to define "corporate social 
responsibility" as you described it question 1? (Select one) 
Answer Choices Frequency 
Missing 10 (37.0) 
Corporate social responsibility 2 (7.4) 
Philanthropy 2 (7.4) 
Corporate contributions 1 (3.7) 
Corporate citizenship 4 (14.8) 
Economic development 0 (0.0) 
Ethics 0 (0.0) 
Legal compliance 0 (0.0) 
Community reinvestment 3 (11.1) 
Reputation management 0 (0.0) 
Other 5 (18.5) 
     Community affairs - 
     Organizational responsibility which makes our 
various constituencies proud                           - 
     Community relations - 
     Caring about our fans - 
     Community service - 
Total 27 (100.0) 
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 TABLE 7: ANALYSIS OF ORIGINAL LIKERT-SCALE DATA 
Likert-Scale Questions 5 – 30 
Answer Choices N Mean Std. Deviation 
Q5. Corporate social responsibility is important for all types of 
businesses. 25 4.60 0.65 
Q6. CR directors primarily perform the tasks of CSR. 27 3.78 0.93 
Q7. CEOs primarily perform the tasks of CSR. 27 3.56 0.93 
Q8. The public expects sports teams to be socially responsible. 27 4.56 0.75 
Q9. It is important for my organization to comply with legal 
regulations. 27 4.93 0.27 
Q10. It is important for my organization to be ethical. 27 4.96 0.19 
Q11. It is important for my organization to be philanthropic. 27 4.67 0.55 
Q12. It is important for my organization to be economically 
viable. 27 4.37 0.93 
Q13. It is important for my organization to meet all legal 
regulations. 27 4.96 0.19 
Q14. It is important for my organization to have the highest 
ethical standards. 27 4.89 0.32 
Q15. It is important for my organization to have a strategic 
philanthropy program. 26 4.65 0.56 
Q16. It is important for my organization to make a profit. 27 4.37 0.97 
Q17. My organization contributes to youth sports programs. 27 4.81 0.48 
Q18. My organization contributes to ecological/environmental 
initiatives. 27 2.74 1.16 
Q19. My organization contributes to educational initiatives and 
school programs. 27 4.74 0.45 
Q20. My organization contributes to economic development. 27 4.00 0.96 
Q21. My organization contributes to charitable foundations. 27 4.67 0.55 
Q22. My organization contributes to reducing poverty. 26 3.54 1.07 
Q23. My organization contributes to human rights causes. 27 3.19 1.00 
Q24. My organization contributes to health programs. 27 4.19 0.83 
Q25. My organization contributes to the arts. 27 3.11 1.09 
Q26. My organization contributes to disaster relief. 27 4.33 0.68 
Q27. My organization is concerned with front office employee 
safety. 27 4.44 0.64 
Q28. My organization is concerned with product safety. 25 4.36 0.81 
Q29. My organization is concerned with fan safety. 27 4.89 0.32 
Q30. My organization is concerned with fair business practices 
and policies. 27 4.63 0.49 
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 TABLE 8: ANALYSIS OF RECODED LIKERT-SCALE DATA 
Likert-Scale Questions 5 – 30 
Answer Choices N Recoded Agree 
Recoded 
Neutral 
Recoded 
Disagree 
Q5. Corporate social responsibility is important for all types 
of businesses. 25 23 2 0 
Q6. CR directors primarily perform the tasks of CSR. 27 18 6 3 
Q7. CEOs primarily perform the tasks of CSR. 27 15 8 4 
Q8. The public expects sports teams to be socially 
responsible. 27 25 1 1 
Q9. It is important for my organization to comply with legal 
regulations. 27 27 0 0 
Q10. It is important for my organization to be ethical. 27 27 0 0 
Q11. It is important for my organization to be philanthropic. 27 26 1 0 
Q12. It is important for my organization to be economically 
viable. 27 21 5 1 
Q13. It is important for my organization to meet all legal 
regulations. 27 27 0 0 
Q14. It is important for my organization to have the highest 
ethical standards. 27 27 0 0 
Q15. It is important for my organization to have a strategic 
philanthropy program. 26 25 1 0 
Q16. It is important for my organization to make a profit. 27 23 3 1 
Q17. My organization contributes to youth sports programs. 27 26 1 0 
Q18. My organization contributes to 
ecological/environmental initiatives. 27 7 12 8 
Q19. My organization contributes to educational initiatives 
and school programs. 27 27 0 0 
Q20. My organization contributes to economic development. 27 17 9 1 
Q21. My organization contributes to charitable foundations. 27 26 1 0 
Q22. My organization contributes to reducing poverty. 26 13 8 5 
Q23. My organization contributes to human rights causes. 27 11 9 7 
Q24. My organization contributes to health programs. 27 20 7 0 
Q25. My organization contributes to the arts. 27 10 8 9 
Q26. My organization contributes to disaster relief. 27 24 3 0 
Q27. My organization is concerned with front office 
employee safety. 27 25 2 0 
Q28. My organization is concerned with product safety. 25 20 5 0 
Q29. My organization is concerned with fan safety. 27 27 0 0 
Q30. My organization is concerned with fair business 
practices and policies. 27 27 0 0 
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 TABLE 9: ANALYSIS OF SURVEY QUESTION 32 
 
Category N Mean St. Dev. Mode Median 
Legal 27 2.86 1.04 4 3 
Ethical 27 1.71 0.66 2 2 
Philanthropic 27 2.29 1.15 1 3 
Economic 27 3.18 0.94 4 3 
 
RECODED TO MATCH CARROLL’S RANKINGS 
 
Category N Mean St. Dev. Mode Median 
Recoded Legal 27 2.15 1.06 1 2 
Recoded Ethical 27 3.30 0.67 3 3 
Recoded Philanthropic 27 2.74 1.16 4 2 
Recoded Economic 27 1.81 0.96 1 2 
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 TABLE 10: TWO-WAY CONTINGENCY TABLE ANALYSIS OF POSITION * 
LIKERT-SCALE QUESTIONS 
 
Count (Percent within position) Q6. Community relations directors 
primarily perform the tasks of CSR. Agree Disagree Neutral Total 
Owner/Team President 6 (50.0) 3 (25.0) 3 (25.0) 12 
Community Relations Director 12 (80.0) 0 3 (20.0) 15 
Total 18 (66.7) 3 (11.1) 6 (22.2) 27 
 
 
Count (Percent within position) Q7. CEOs primarily perform the 
tasks of CSR. Agree Disagree Neutral Total 
Owner/Team President 6 (50.0) 3 (25.0) 3 (25.0) 12 
Community Relations Director 9 (60.0) 1 (6.7) 5 (33.3) 15 
Total 15 (55.6) 4 (14.8) 8 (29.6) 27 
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 TABLE 11: FREQUENCIES OF SURVEY QUESTION 34 
 
Which of the following departments influence your team’s “corporate social 
responsibility” policies?  
Answer Choices Yes Frequency No Frequency Missing Total 
Owner/Executive/CEO 27 (100.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 27 (100.0) 
Public Relations 22 (81.5) 5 (18.5) 0 (0.0) 27 (100.0) 
Community Relations 27 (100.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 27 (100.0) 
Operations 10 (37.0) 17 (63.0) 0 (0.0) 27 (100.0) 
Legal Department 14 (51.9) 13 (48.1) 0 (0.0) 27 (100.0) 
Marketing 21 (77.8) 6 (22.2) 0 (0.0) 27 (100.0) 
Finance/Accounting 13 (48.1) 14 (51.9) 0 (0.0) 27 (100.0) 
Human Resources 17 (63.0) 10 (37.0) 0 (0.0) 27 (100.0) 
Other 4 (14.8) 23 (85.2) 0 (0.0) 27 (100.0) 
    Board of Directors - - - - 
    Sponsors - - - - 
    The entire organization! - - - - 
    League - - - - 
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 TABLE 12: FREQUENCIES OF SURVEY QUESTION 35 
 
Which one of the following departments is the most responsible for 
influencing your team’s “corporate social responsibility” policies? (Please 
check the one appropriate answer). 
Answer Choices Frequency 
Missing 3 (11.3) 
Owner/Executive/CEO 11 (40.7) 
Public Relations 1 (3.7) 
Community Relations 12 (44.4) 
Operations 0 (0.0) 
Legal Department 0 (0.0) 
Marketing 0 (0.0) 
Finance/Accounting 0 (0.0) 
Human Resources 0 (0.0) 
Other 0 (0.0) 
Total 27 (100.0) 
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 TABLE 13: ANALYSIS OF SURVEY QUESTION 36 
 
Please rank the following categories in order from the department most 
involved with influencing “corporate social responsibility” policies to 
least involved.  One is the most involved and eight is the least involved.   
Department N Mean St. Dev. 
Owner/Team President 26 1.88 0.95 
Public Relations 26 3.46 1.53 
Community Relations 27 1.70 0.95 
Operations 25 5.80 1.87 
Legal Department 25 6.28 1.31 
Marketing 26 4.58 1.63 
Finance/Accounting 25 6.76 1.16 
Human Resources 26 5.42 1.63 
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 TABLE 14: MEAN VALUES OF DEPARTMENTS MOST INVOLVED IN 
INFLUENCING CSR BY POSITION 
 
Department Position N Mean Std. Deviation 
Owner/Team President 1.00  CEO 12 1.50 0.80 
  2.00  CR 14 2.21 0.97 
Public Relations 1.00  CEO 12 3.92 1.98 
  2.00  CR 14 3.07 0.92 
Community Relations 1.00  CEO 12 2.08 1.08 
  2.00  CR 15 1.40 0.74 
Operations 1.00  CEO 12 5.00 2.26 
  2.00  CR 13 6.54 1.05 
Legal 1.00  CEO 12 6.50 1.51 
  2.00  CR 13 6.08 1.12 
Marketing 1.00  CEO 12 4.83 1.53 
  2.00  CR 14 4.36 1.74 
Accounting 1.00  CEO 12 6.67 1.37 
  2.00  CR 13 6.85 0.99 
Human Resources 1.00  CEO 12 5.50 1.00 
  2.00  CR 14 5.36 2.06 
 
 
INDEPENDENT SAMPLES t-TEST OF QUESTION 36 
 
Independent Samples Test 
  t-test for Equality of Means 
  t df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Owner/Team President -2.022 24 0.054* 
Public Relations 1.434 24 0.164 
Community Relations 1.948 25 0.063* 
Operations -2.215 23 0.037** 
Legal 0.802 23 0.431 
Marketing 0.736 24 0.469 
Accounting -0.378 23 0.709 
Human Resources 0.219 24 0.829 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.10 level (2-tailed). 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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 TABLE 15: FREQUENCIES OF SURVEY QUESTION 37 
 
Which one of the following departments is the most responsible 
for influencing your team’s “corporate social responsibility” 
policies? (Please check the one appropriate answer). 
Answer Choices Frequency 
Missing 1 (3.7) 
Owner/Team President 15 (55.6) 
Community Relations 11 (40.7) 
Total 27 (100.0) 
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 TABLE 16: MEAN VALUES OF LIKERT-SCALE QUESTIONS 5-30 BY POSITION 
 
Question Position N Mean Std. Deviation 
Q5 1.00  CEO 12 4.58 0.67 
  2.00  CR 13 4.62 0.65 
Q6 1.00  CEO 12 3.50 1.17 
  2.00  CR 15 4.00 0.65 
Q7 1.00  CEO 12 3.42 1.08 
  2.00  CR 15 3.67 0.82 
Q8 1.00  CEO 12 4.25 0.97 
  2.00  CR 15 4.80 0.41 
Q9 1.00  CEO 12 5.00 0.00 
  2.00  CR 15 4.87 0.35 
Q10 1.00  CEO 12 5.00 0.00 
  2.00  CR 15 4.93 0.26 
Q11 1.00  CEO 12 4.50 0.67 
  2.00  CR 15 4.80 0.41 
Q12 1.00  CEO 12 4.67 0.89 
  2.00  CR 15 4.13 0.92 
Q13 1.00  CEO 12 5.00 0.00 
  2.00  CR 15 4.93 0.26 
Q14 1.00  CEO 12 4.92 0.29 
  2.00  CR 15 4.87 0.35 
Q15 1.00  CEO 11 4.55 0.69 
  2.00  CR 15 4.73 0.46 
Q16 1.00  CEO 12 4.42 1.24 
  2.00  CR 15 4.33 0.72 
Q17 1.00  CEO 12 4.67 0.65 
  2.00  CR 15 4.93 0.26 
Q18 1.00  CEO 12 2.83 1.27 
  2.00  CR 15 2.67 1.11 
Q19 1.00  CEO 12 4.58 0.51 
  2.00  CR 15 4.87 0.35 
Q20 1.00  CEO 12 3.92 1.08 
  2.00  CR 15 4.07 0.88 
Q21 1.00  CEO 12 4.67 0.49 
  2.00  CR 15 4.67 0.62 
Q22 1.00  CEO 11 3.55 1.04 
  2.00  CR 15 3.53 1.13 
Q23 1.00  CEO 12 3.25 1.14 
  2.00  CR 15 3.13 0.92 
Q24 1.00  CEO 12 3.92 0.79 
  2.00  CR 15 4.40 0.83 
Q25 1.00  CEO 12 3.00 0.74 
  2.00  CR 15 3.20 1.32 
Q26 1.00  CEO 12 4.25 0.87 
  2.00  CR 15 4.40 0.51 
Q27 1.00  CEO 12 4.42 0.79 
  2.00  CR 15 4.47 0.52 
Q28 1.00  CEO 11 4.18 0.98 
  2.00  CR 14 4.50 0.65 
Q29 1.00  CEO 12 4.92 0.29 
  2.00  CR 15 4.87 0.35 
Q30 1.00  CEO 12 4.83 0.39 
  2.00  CR 15 4.47 0.52 
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 TABLE 17: INDEPENDENT SAMPLES t-TEST OF QUESTIONS 5-30 BASED ON 
POSITION 
 
Independent Samples Test 
t-test for Equality of Means 
  t df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Q5 -0.121 23 0.904 
Q6 -1.409 25 0.171 
Q7 -0.684 25 0.500 
Q8 -1.996 25 0.057* 
Q9 1.307 25 0.203 
Q10 0.891 25 0.381 
Q11 -1.424 25 0.167 
Q12 1.524 25 0.140 
Q13 0.891 25 0.381 
Q14 0.397 25 0.695 
Q15 -0.838 24 0.410 
Q16 0.218 25 0.829 
Q17 -1.455 25 0.158 
Q18 0.364 25 0.719 
Q19 -1.696 25 0.102 
Q20 -0.397 25 0.695 
Q21 0.000 25 1.000 
Q22 0.028 24 0.978 
Q23 0.295 25 0.770 
Q24 -1.535 25 0.137 
Q25 -0.468 25 0.644 
Q26 -0.563 25 0.579 
Q27 -0.198 25 0.845 
Q28 -0.973 23 0.340 
Q29 0.397 25 0.695 
Q30 2.037 25 0.052* 
*Significant at the 0.10 value 
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 TABLE 18: TWO-WAY CONTINGENCY TABLE ANALYSIS OF OWNERSHIP 
STRUCTURE * LIKERT-SCALE QUESTIONS 17-30 
 
Count (Percent within ownership category) Q5. Corporate social responsibility is 
important for all types of businesses. 
Agree 
1.00  Single Owner 7 (63.6) 
2.00  Corporation 2 (100.0) 
3.00  Partnership 7 (100.0) 
4.00  Group of Owners 7 (100.0) 
Total "Agree" 23 (85.2) 
    
Count (Percent within ownership category) Q6. CR directors primarily perform the tasks 
of CSR. 
Agree 
1.00  Single Owner 6 (54.5) 
2.00  Corporation 2 (100.0) 
3.00  Partnership 6 (85.7) 
4.00  Group of Owners 4 (57.1) 
Total "Agree" 18 (66.7) 
    
Count (Percent within ownership category) Q7. CEOs primarily perform the tasks of 
CSR. 
Agree 
1.00  Single Owner 5 (45.5) 
2.00  Corporation 1 (50.0) 
3.00  Partnership 6 (85.7) 
4.00  Group of Owners 3 (42.9) 
Total "Agree" 15 (55.6) 
    
Count (Percent within ownership category) Q8. The public expects sports teams to be 
socially responsible. 
Agree 
1.00  Single Owner 10 (90.9 
2.00  Corporation 2 (100.0) 
3.00  Partnership 6 (85.7) 
4.00  Group of Owners 7 (100.0) 
Total "Agree" 25 (92.6) 
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 Count (Percent within ownership category) Q9. It is important for my organization to 
comply with legal regulations. 
Agree 
1.00  Single Owner 11 (100.0) 
2.00  Corporation 2 (100.0) 
3.00  Partnership 7 (100.0) 
4.00  Group of Owners 7 (100.0) 
Total "Agree" 27 (100.0) 
    
Count (Percent within ownership category) Q10. It is important for my organization to be 
ethical. 
Agree 
1.00  Single Owner 11 (100.0) 
2.00  Corporation 2 (100.0) 
3.00  Partnership 7 (100.0) 
4.00  Group of Owners 7 (100.0) 
Total "Agree" 27 (100.0) 
    
Count (Percent within ownership category) Q11. It is important for my organization to be 
philanthropic. 
Agree 
1.00  Single Owner 10 (90.9) 
2.00  Corporation 2 (100.0) 
3.00  Partnership 7 (100.0) 
4.00  Group of Owners 7 (100.0) 
Total "Agree" 26 (96.3) 
    
Count (Percent within ownership category) Q12. It is important for my organization to be 
economically viable. 
Agree 
1.00  Single Owner 9 (81.8) 
2.00  Corporation 2 (100.0) 
3.00  Partnership 5 (71.4) 
4.00  Group of Owners 5 (71.4) 
Total "Agree" 21 (77.8) 
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 Count (Percent within ownership category) Q13. It is important for my organization to 
meet all legal regulations. 
Agree 
1.00  Single Owner 11 (100.0) 
2.00  Corporation 2 (100.0) 
3.00  Partnership 7 (100.0) 
4.00  Group of Owners 7 (100.0) 
Total "Agree" 27 (100.0) 
    
Count (Percent within ownership category) Q14. It is important for my organization to 
have the highest ethical standards. 
Agree 
1.00  Single Owner 11 (100.0) 
2.00  Corporation 2 (100.0) 
3.00  Partnership 7 (100.0) 
4.00  Group of Owners 7 (100.0) 
Total "Agree" 27 (100.0) 
    
Count (Percent within ownership category) Q15. It is important for my organization to 
have a strategic philanthropy program. 
Agree 
1.00  Single Owner 9 (81.8) 
2.00  Corporation 2 (100.0) 
3.00  Partnership 7 (100.0) 
4.00  Group of Owners 7 (100.0) 
Total "Agree" 25 (92.6) 
    
Count (Percent within ownership category) Q16. It is important for my organization to 
make a profit. 
Agree 
1.00  Single Owner 10 (90.9) 
2.00  Corporation 2 (100.0) 
3.00  Partnership 4 (57.1) 
4.00  Group of Owners 7 (100.) 
Total "Agree" 23 (85.2) 
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 Count (Percent within ownership category) Q17. My organization contributes to youth 
sports programs. 
Agree 
1.00  Single Owner 10 (90.9) 
2.00  Corporation 2 (100.0) 
3.00  Partnership 7 (100.0) 
4.00  Group of Owners 7 (100.0) 
Total "Agree" 26 (96.3) 
    
Count (Percent within ownership category) Q18. My organization contributes to 
ecological/environmental initiatives. 
Agree 
1.00  Single Owner 3 (27.3) 
2.00  Corporation 2 (100.0) 
3.00  Partnership 2 (28.6) 
4.00  Group of Owners 0 (0.0) 
Total "Agree" 7 (25.9) 
    
Count (Percent within ownership category) Q19. My organization contributes to 
educational initiatives and school programs. 
Agree 
1.00  Single Owner 11 (100.0) 
2.00  Corporation 2 (100.0) 
3.00  Partnership 7 (100.0) 
4.00  Group of Owners 7 (100.0) 
Total "Agree" 27 (100.0) 
    
Count (Percent within ownership category) Q20. My organization contributes to 
economic development. 
Agree 
1.00  Single Owner 7 (63.6) 
2.00  Corporation 1 (50.0) 
3.00  Partnership 5 (71.4) 
4.00  Group of Owners 4 (57.1) 
Total "Agree" 17 (63.0) 
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 Count (Percent within ownership category) Q21. My organization contributes to 
charitable foundations. 
Agree 
1.00  Single Owner 10 (90.9) 
2.00  Corporation 2 (100.0) 
3.00  Partnership 7 (100.0) 
4.00  Group of Owners 7 (100.0) 
Total "Agree" 26 (96.3) 
    
Count (Percent within ownership category) Q22. My organization contributes to reducing 
poverty. 
Agree 
1.00  Single Owner 4 (36.4) 
2.00  Corporation 0 (0.0) 
3.00  Partnership 4 (57.1) 
4.00  Group of Owners 5 (71.4) 
Total "Agree" 13 (48.1) 
    
Count (Percent within ownership category) Q23. My organization contributes to human 
rights causes. 
Agree 
1.00  Single Owner 4 (36.4) 
2.00  Corporation 0 (0.0) 
3.00  Partnership 2 (28.6) 
4.00  Group of Owners 5 (71.4) 
Total "Agree" 11 (40.7) 
    
Count (Percent within ownership category) Q24. My organization contributes to health 
programs. 
Agree 
1.00  Single Owner 7 (63.6) 
2.00  Corporation 1 (50.0) 
3.00  Partnership 6 (85.7) 
4.00  Group of Owners 6 (85.7) 
Total "Agree" 20 (74.1) 
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 Count (Percent within ownership category) 
Q25. My organization contributes to the arts. 
Agree 
1.00  Single Owner 3 (27.3) 
2.00  Corporation 0 (0.0) 
3.00  Partnership 3 (42.9) 
4.00  Group of Owners 4 (57.1) 
Total "Agree" 10 (37.0) 
    
Count (Percent within ownership category) Q26. My organization contributes to disaster 
relief. 
Agree 
1.00  Single Owner 10 (90.9) 
2.00  Corporation 2 (100.0) 
3.00  Partnership 6 (85.7) 
4.00  Group of Owners 6 (85.7) 
Total "Agree" 24 (88.9) 
    
Count (Percent within ownership category) Q27. My organization is concerned with front 
office employee safety. 
Agree 
1.00  Single Owner 11 (100.0) 
2.00  Corporation 2 (100.0) 
3.00  Partnership 6 (85.7) 
4.00  Group of Owners 6 (85.7) 
Total "Agree" 25 (92.6) 
    
Count (Percent within ownership category) Q28. My organization is concerned with 
product safety. 
Agree 
1.00  Single Owner 8 (72.7) 
2.00  Corporation 1 (50.0) 
3.00  Partnership 5 (71.4) 
4.00  Group of Owners 6 (85.7) 
Total "Agree" 20 (74.1) 
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 Count (Percent within ownership category) Q29. My organization is concerned with fan 
safety. 
Agree 
1.00  Single Owner 11 (100.0) 
2.00  Corporation 2 (100.0) 
3.00  Partnership 7 (100.0) 
4.00  Group of Owners 7 (100.0) 
Total "Agree" 27 (100.0) 
    
Count (Percent within ownership category) Q30. My organization is concerned with fair 
business practices and policies. 
Agree 
1.00  Single Owner 11 (100.0) 
2.00  Corporation 2 (100.0) 
3.00  Partnership 7 (100.0) 
4.00  Group of Owners 7 (100.0) 
Total "Agree" 27 (100.0) 
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 TABLE 19: VIEWS OF CSR PRACTICES AS A HIERARCHY 
Answer Choices N Mean Std. Deviation 
Q29. My organization is concerned with fan safety. 27 4.89 0.32 
Q17. My organization contributes to youth sports 
programs. 27 4.81 0.48 
Q19. My organization contributes to educational 
initiatives and school programs. 27 4.74 0.45 
Q21. My organization contributes to charitable 
foundations. 27 4.67 0.55 
Q30. My organization is concerned with fair 
business practices and policies. 27 4.63 0.49 
Q27. My organization is concerned with front office 
employee safety. 27 4.44 0.64 
Q28. My organization is concerned with product 
safety. 25 4.36 0.81 
Q26. My organization contributes to disaster relief. 27 4.33 0.68 
Q24. My organization contributes to health 
programs. 27 4.19 0.83 
Q20. My organization contributes to economic 
development. 27 4.00 0.96 
Q22. My organization contributes to reducing 
poverty. 26 3.54 1.07 
Q23. My organization contributes to human rights 
causes. 27 3.19 1.00 
Q25. My organization contributes to the arts. 27 3.11 1.09 
Q18. My organization contributes to 
ecological/environmental initiatives. 27 2.74 1.16 
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